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SPECIAL STUDY REPORT
PHASE I: MISSED SEPARATION ISSUES

The first phase of the Quality Control Special Study Project
- was completed on February 2, 1990, as scheduled . This phase
targeted missed separation issues. The data was collected by
reviewing sample claims from the third quarter of 1989 in four
Grade I offices. The test offices were Deptford, Elizabeth,
Paterson and Trenton.

Missed issues were determined by reviewing "and verifying the
reason for separation on new and additional claims that were
coded and entered into LOOPS as "1" - Lack of Work, "2w -
Misconduct or w3w - Voluntary Quit; observing the
lnxtlal/addatlonal claims-taking process at the counter; and
reviewing employer protests that related to separatlon issues
on the quarterly mailing of the employer charge notlces.

FINDINGS

.LACK OF WORK SEPARATION VERIFICATIONS

Of the 1200 initial and additional sample claims entered as
lack of work, 442, or 37%, were eliminated. Reasons were: mass
layoff, 231; invalid, 78; outside time period, 83; cancelled or

federal claims, etc., 50. The working sample for lack of work
separations was 758.

The last employer of each valid sample claim coded as lack of
work was contacted to verify separation information and the

receipt of forms. One hundred fourteen employers received and
returned the Form BC-3E.1l, Request for Separation Information,

or Form BC-28, Request for Separation Information; twenty were
matched. 4

Forty potential separation issues were missed. Thirty-two of
these employers stated they returned the separation form.
Fourteen forms were matched and filed in the claim jackets, but
all fourteen issues were missed. Five percent of the sample
had missed potential separation issues.

MISCONDUCT AND VOLUNTARY QUIT VERIFICATIONS

Eight hundred claims with a separation code of "2" -Misconduct
and "3" -Voluntary Quit were reviewed. Three hundred eighty
two claims were eliminated from the review for various reasons.
Two hundred and seven of these claims were eliminated because
no issue existed. The remaining claims were eliminated due to
invalid monetary, failure to report, out of the sample quarter,
and miscellaneous reasons (AT, cancelled claim, etc.).




The results of the 418 claims with separation issues that were
reviewed were:

. 123 claims required the generation of Form BC-
289D, Notice of Determination of Eligibility, to
the base year employer when separation was other
than lack of work. only thirty-eight employers
were sent the BC-289D.

. 5 missed potential separation issues when the
claimant did not 1list the lag employer.

See Graphs 1 and 2. .
BSERVATION OF INITIAL CIATMS COUNTER OPERATIONS

Each team observed initial/additional claims-taking process at
the counter. The teams reviewed this process for “several’
‘hours. The observation revealed <that each office used
different techniques of servicing claimants. The techniques
‘varied from the use of claimant representatives and the seated

waiting system, to one information line, where all issues are
handled. - '

The offices normally utilized four to eight clerks, depending
on the population of the claimants. In two of the offices the
clerks were new employees with six weeks or less experience.
Most clerks in the two offices did not have formal training at
the time of <the -observation; consequently, any unfamiliar
situations required <them to consult with the counter
supervisor. Some of the clerks lacked the experience necessary
to detect separation issues.

In essence, the personnel handling the lines are fundamentally
trained in claims-taking, but may not have sufficient knowledge
to recognize all issues.

EMPL.OYER CHARGE NOTICE PROTEST DUE TO SEPARATION ISSUE

Sixty-seven employer protests relating to separation issues on
the third quarter of 1989 mailing of employer charge notices

were reviewed. Thirty-three of these protests required
generation of the BC-289D because the employer had not been
notified properly. Ten protests involved potential issues.

Twenty-four were general complaints that required a response.

See Graph 3.
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RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON DATA/OBSERVATIONS

Form BC-4A - Claim for Unemplovment Benefits
The Special Study findings_indicate a need to redesign the
initial claim form. A major area of concern is the limited
reasons for separation.

The redesign will enhance thé claims-taking process. The
recommended revisions allow the claimant.to select from a more
defined categorization of separation reasons. A space for a
two or three word fill-in explanation is provided for other
reasons not 1listed. This change will assist the counter
personnel in distinquishing between separation for lack of work
and a discharge. These revisions should help avoid missed
separation issues and over scheduling to the non-monetary unit.

The union attachment question has been modified to identify
those claimants who are affiliated with a union hiring hall.

The space for the badge/clock is eliminated because of its
infrequent use and replaced with the employer's telephone
number. The number will be readily available when needed to
facilitate claims processxng.

All employer information, dependency declaratlons/appllcatlon

and eligibility questions have been grouped together for
continuity.

The dependency application question regarding marital status
has -been simplified for better claimant comprehension.

See Attachment A of revised format of the BC-4 and Attachment-
A.1l of the current format.

Form BC=4 = Additiongl Claim for Unemplovment Benefits

The union hiring hall information has been added  to aid in
reviewing the certifications. This addition will alert the
staff of status change since the date of claim. Citizenship
status has also been added to aid in the completion of the
local office activity form.

See Attachment B of revised format of the BC-4A and Attachment
B.1 of the current format.

Form BC-28 - Request for Separation Information

Form BC-28 is wused by all 1local unemployment offices,
Interstate and the 4F Section of Disability for lag year
employers. The Special Study findings show existing
instructions are unclear. Interstate and 4F Disability require
the return of every BC-28 with the completion of the front;




whereas, local offices require the return of BC-28 only in
specific instances with the reverse side completed.

It was noted that some employers are completing the wrong side
of the form. Many of these employers complete the face side of
the form, then cross out the information and complete the -
reverse. Other employers fail to complete the reverse side
when required while still others return the forms when they are
not requn.red to do so.

Form BC-23 was repeatedly mentioned by iocal office personnel

throughout the state as needing to be revised. Employers
constantly telephone 1local offices for «clarification of

instructions. -

To resolve this confusion, two separate one-sided forms are
being recommended. One form for local offices and a second
form for Interstate and 4F Disability. The one-sided forms are
less complicated and have simpler directions for employers.
This will 7result in better compliance, 1less time spent
processing forms for the employers and less mail to process for
local offices. The proposed forms will resemble the format of
the recommended revised BC=-3.lE for the base year employers
listed below.

See Attachment C of revised format for BC-28 and Attachment C.1
of current format.

Form BC-3E - Notice toc Emplover of Potential Liability

The revision to item B under "Important Notice To Employer"
would clearly list when the employer is to return the form. To
further accentuate if and when the employer needs to return the
BC~3E.1, the information should be printed in bold type. This
will make the information more distinct.

See Attachment D of revised format and Attachment D.1 of
current format.

Form BC=3E.1 - Request for Separation Information

Many employers fail to provide the 1last day of work when
completing this form. This question is currently item E.

The revision relocates the question to item B which follows the
reason for separation gquestion. Also, the wording of this
question is extended to ask for the "Date of discharge, if
different." This addition eliminates the need to telephone the
employer for the date discharged when it differs from the last

day of work and adds to the continuity of the information
request flow.




Section E. has also been revised to identify the reason for
the severance pay. This will permit the 1local office to
determine immediately whether the claim needs to be cancelled
and will eliminate the need to call to the employer.

See Attachment E of revised format and Attachment E.1 of
current format.

Form B-187 -~ Unemployment Eeneflts Charged to Experience Ratlng_
Account

A review of the employer protests of charges in the four study
offices for the fourth quarter 1989, showed that all charges
listed against these employers for the claimants were correct.
A great amount of time is expended by personnel in Claims
Control responding to these protests.

Revising the reverse side of the B-187 to include, a brief
explanation of the New Jersey Unemployment Law regard:.ng
voluntary quit will help eliminate many protests. It will also
include a statement informing employers of the maximum time
period of liable charges for an individual who was discharged,

left or otherwise is no 1longer working for that chargeable
employer.

v

These minor revisions should go a long way toward rédu'cing
charge protests from chargeable employers.

See Attachment F of revised format and Attachment F.1l of
current format.

Bulletin/UIM

At times, when using ALFA to 1locate the 1lag employer's
registration number, personnel fail to pay close attention to -

the names and localities of businesses, e.g., Acorn
Landscaping, Franklin Lakes, - N.J. Vs. Acorn Landscapes,
Magnolia, N.J. This type of error results in a notice of

liability being sent to the wrong employer. The employer must
then contact the 1local office to inform them that the
individual did not work for his/her company and that the
account should not be charged. The 1local office must then
delete this employer form the claim, locate (via ALFA) the
correct employer and generate the notice of 1liability with a
redetermined monetary. This promotes confusion when several
employers are being charged. Additionally, the first incorrect
employer receives another notice of liability showing a zero in
the charges column for the claimant. Few employers seem to
notice the 0% charge and some become irate, prompting a
telephone call or 1letter to the agency which must then be

answered which in turn increases the time spent processing the
claim.




A bulletin is being developed for issuance to local o#fices to
reinforce the use of ALFA in an effort to reduce the instances
of this type of error.

The revised format to the employer charge form will be included
in a future employer update. This will alert employers to the
changes as well as reinforcing the importance of completing the
forms correctly and returning tlem promptly.

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS AND PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT DEVELOPMENT
Multiple lLogical Sessions (MLS)

The terminal(s) in the monetary area of the local office should
have Multiple Logical Sessions. MLS will allow four times as
many transactions at one time. A clerk who is entering data
can remain on the screen while accessing another screen to
obtain or verify an address via ALFA or ACCT. This will.
eliminate the time consuming steps of exiting and then clearing
the current screen, accessing the ALFA or ACCT screen to
obtain the needed information and then going through the LOOPS,
sign-on procedure again to return to the original screen.

The use of MLS gives the illusion that more terminals are in
operation and the more terminals in operation at a site, the
faster the response time at that site. It is a minor operation
to provide MLS and its inclusion with ILOOPS on the monetary

unit terminals can easily be done and will facilitate claims
data entry.

The utilization of MLS on the terminals used in the Customer
Service Unit of Disability Insurance increased productivity by
twenty-five percent. Based on DI findings, UI productivity
should also increase significantly.

Self Employment/Independent Contractor

A study was conducted of four local unemployment offices, by
the Disability Quality Assurance Unit, to determine how each
office was handling self-employed claimants. As was ' expected,

each local offices was processing self-employment in various
different ways.

The Paterson office resolved the situation at the counter while
the Phillipsburg office called the claimant in to discuss the
matter. Smaller offices gave this type of situation more
attention than larger offices.

A similar study conducted by the unit resulted in ninety

percent of self-employed individuals being included by State
Plan Disability coverage. :




During the QC Special Study a nonmonetary determination

involving self-employment was reviewed. The employer did not
have a registration number. The BC-28 was returned stating the
claimant was self-employed. The claimant attended training

provided by the company. The claimant's reason for leaving the
company was the employees were expected "to work from morning
to night." The claimant was denied for the refusal of suitable
work and being self-employed. There was no documentation to
establish the validity of self-employment.

In an effort to determine whether a claimant is self-employed,
procedures and a questionnaire for employers and claimants has
been designed and developed by the DI Quality Assurance Unit
for State Plan, using the ABC's of the law.

It is recommended that 1local offices implement similar
procedures for self-employment to ensure consistency: in the
processing of these situations in the local offices. This will
also help the agency to provide better service to these
claimants by assuring that employers are providing coverage as
required by law for their employees so that unemployment or
disability benefits will be there if they are needed.

A A—— — S ———————

Utilization of PC's in Local Offices

Currently most offices with PC's use them only to generate the
monthly BC-32A report. Some local offices have WordPerfect
software but personnel do not know how to use it. Training is

needed to enable personnel to make better and more efficient
their use of the PC's.

In a continuing effort to provide better service and to improve
public relations, it is recommended that the PC's in local

offices be used to store various letter format texts for

writing to employers and claimants.

This will enable the offices to respond more rapidly to
employers' and claimants' ingquiries regarding separation issues
or other problems with the claim. These inquiries often occur
when employers receive their statement of charges for an
individual who was separated for other than lack of work or
when claimants are denied benefits. Often the employer or the
claimant has simply overlooked the determination that was
provided when the issue was resolved. The local office can
then generate a personal letter to the party concerned advising
him of what has taken place on the claim.

Similar text format should be provided to Benefit Payment

Control to respond to the inquiries and charge protests from
employers. -




Resource Teans

It is also recommended that Resource Teams be developed to
clean up BC-3E.1/BC-28 backlogs and answer outstanding employer
correspondence. The teams_will ensure that BC-289D's are sent
by the local office when requlred and that potential issues are
being resolved in cases where an issue has been missed and when

necessary, ensure that refunds have been established and
notification sent. -

Form BC-10, Instructions for Claiming Unemplovment Benefits

If the BC-10 is given to employees when separated, many of the
problems that were discussed concerning the use of ALFA and

ACCT functions to establish New Jersey employer registration

numbers should be eliminated.

It is recommended that each publication of the Employer Update
be used as a vehicle to remind the employers of the use of BC-

10. One publication could include an informative article.

similar to the March 1990 edition. A subsequent issue could
contain a facsimile of the form with cartoon character(s)
making a statement about the BC-10. The facsimile will serve
two purposes: first, to familiarize employers with the form and
secondly, to remind employers of the need to use it. The form
could also be photocopied by the employer while he is waiting
for a shipment of the forms from the Bureau of 0ffice Services.

In another publication, a coupon type form resembling Forms B-
82/DS-136, Request for Forms, should also be made available to
employers as part of the Employer Update. The caption for
coupon might read "DO YOU NEED A SUPPLY OF BC=10'S OR ANY OF
THESE FORMS? REDEEM YOUR FREE COUPON TODAY. OFFER LIMITED TO
THOSE EMPLOYERS WHO WILL USE THE FORM. NO EXPIRATION DATE."

Initial and Continued Training

All local office personnel need on-going training in the area
of claims taking and data entry to increase their confidence
levels in performance of their Jjobs and reinforce standard
local office operating procedures. Increased knowledge helps
ensure quality service to the public. Knowing the importance
of each area of operation and how it impacts the overall
processing of claims will help improve the quality of

information entered on forms at the counter and into the LOOPS
systen.
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Current Special study Activities

Since the completion of Phase 1, of the Special Study, tean

members have been working on. program improvement and corrective

action activities based on key findings of the study. These

activities include an equipment survey, issuing a bulletin

instructing local offices on the processing Forms BC-3E.l, BC-

- 28, BC-289D and  consolidation’ of material referenc:.ng the
mltlal claims processing activity in local office.

These activities will help -improve workflow in the 1local
offices and allow them to operate more effn.c:l.ently and provide
better quality service to the public.

Equipment Survey

While conducting the Missed Separation portion of the Special
Study, the study team members noted problems with the equipment
use and locations. In one office there was only one LOOBS
terminal in the nonmonetary section being utilized by £five
claims examiners and one senior examiner. The teams had to
share the terminals with the claims examiners and monetary
staff because of the need to access the wage reporting system
data base. This made for difficult progress in the study data

gathering process and pointed to a need for an egquipment
survey. .

Members of the Special Study team were used to conduct an
equipment survey in all local offices because of the problems
which surfaced during the study and because of the many
complaints received- from the field concerning the arrangement

of equipment, its accessibility and the need for additional
equipment.

The findings revealed that the majority of copier machines are
located in remote areas of some offices. This creates a
workflow problem that is not conducive to efficient 1local
office counter operation. Counter clerks must leave the counter

and go to the rear of the office to make copies of claims
documents.

The implementation of centralized payments has resulted in
inactivity in the paystation and many printers are not being
used in this operation any longer. These printers could be
configured to the LOOPS terminals on the counter to be used
when accessing a wage record inquiry (C100), and then to print
a summary for review by the claimant to assure all employers
are listed and that employers for whom the claimant did not

work are deleted prior to a monetary determination being
issued.

See attachments Hl., H2.,H3., and H4.




The following Recommendations are based on this survey and
‘could be easily accomplished. A.) place unused printers near
counter operations; B.) relocate copiers near the counter for
easier accessibility; C.) explore the possibility of a desk-top
copier in those offices where the floor plan does not allow
relocating the existing copier; D.) relocate LOOPS terminals
from the paystation to the nonmonetary section to facilitate
BC-75 entry; E.) provide eaéh office manager or his/her
designate with a Wage Record System Request access to process
additionals and claimant or employer inquiries and train office
staff in fundamentals of Personal Computer use.

Instructions for Forms BC=3E.1,BC-28 and BC-289D
Research of UIM's, Computerized and UI-DI bulletins revealed

that no formalized procedures exist for processmg the BC-3E.1l
or the BC-28 Request for Separation Information. The existing

information in wage record workflow manual does not detail the

procedure. While operators' procedure exists in the LOOPS
manual for generating BC-289D's via Conversation D-170, there
are no instructions for the complete processing of BC-289D's.

A UIM is being developed for the processing of -BC-3E.l's BC-
28's and BC-289D's in local offices. The proper processing of
BC-3E.1l's and BC-28's has a direct impact on the BC-289D's.
When these forms are not being processed in accordance with

procedures. it generally means the BC=-289D's are not being
generated.

This operation is handled differently in each office. The
study shows this is a ‘major problem area which impacts several
work areas in the local offices and Benefit Payment Control.
Because these forms are not handled in the local offices, the
generation of BC-289D has become an additional task in BPC.

It is essential that the BC-289D's be processed in 1local
offices and eliminated as an additional worklocad item in BPC.
The proper processing of the BC-289D will result in BPC
generating approximately 90% fewer notice of eligibility to
employers. Despite our best efforts, there will still be those
employers who do not respond to the initial request for
separation information but react when their charges are

received and BPC will still have to contend with these
situations.

The development and implementation of complete procedures for
processing BC-3E.1l, BC-28 and BC-289D will only be as effective
as the importance placed on it by district and local office
managerial staff. It is important to stress to all managerial
levels that this operation directly reflects our policy of

providing quality service as well as good public relations to
- the employer segment.
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PROGRAM DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

The study was structured in three phases with the timeframe of April

1991 through March 1992. The crossmatch period selected to study
was the quarter that was concurrent with the study time period, i.e.
fourth quarter 1990. Phase I, Preparation and Development, collect-
ed the initial crossmatch notlces through the p01nt when second
notices were generated to employers. Weekly monitoring of the
crossmatch notices was conducted. The notices returned to the
Division were reviewed and grouped by content of the employer re-
sponse. An investigational questionnaire was developed with the
assistance of UI management and individuals dlrectly involved with
different benefit payment control processes. QC investigator train-
1ng was conducted. QC staff involved in Phase I were two-QC super-
visors, a claims supervisor and a research analyst. These individ-
uals served as the coordinating team. Phase I ended July 11, 1991.

Phase II, Implementation, was the period of contacting employers and
data collection by the QC claims auditors. Investlgatlon assign-
ments were given to the auditors. All interviews, audits and data
coding were completed by November 15, 1991. Data were entered into
a personal computer system, where applicable edit checks were writ-
ten to validate data, then the data were transferred to a mainframe
computing system to merge with pertlnent UI mainframe data. Data

analyses were initiated and conducted with the Statistical Analy51s i

System (SAS). Phase II included an administrative update meeting im .

October. Phase II was completed by December 31, 1991. Phase II
involved the coordinating team, a third QC supervisor and nine QC
claims auditors. The third QC supervisor and the nine claims audi-
tors were the investigational staff.

Phase III, Analyses, Reporting and Recommendations, was conducted by
the coordlnatlng team. The data analyses and writing of the final -
report and recommendations were the responsibility of the coordinat-
ing team. The final report was cnmpleted and presented to Division
administrators, benefit payment cintrol staff and data processing
personnel involved in benefit payment control processes. The study -
officially ended on March 6, 1992 with the forwarding of the final
report to the National Offlce through Regional Office.

PROGRAM RBSULTS

The study developed a successful lnvestlgatlonal questionnaire and
gathered lnvaluable input from Missouri employers regarding the
crossmatch process. Key factors in the successful development of
the study were the involvement of UI admlnlstrators, UI program
managers, benefit payment control and data processing staff.
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UI PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT CLEARINGHOUSE
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S8OURCE: issouri Division of Emplovmen it agi v
CONTACT: a J. B TELEPHONE: (314) 751-3711
ADDRESS: issou ivisio —of Emplo it
59
gegﬁegsgg Cit x, Missouri 65194
PROJECT TITLE: 991~ 2 NGS S CROS CH S Y
OBJECTIVES

From 1988-1990, the Missouri Quality Control (QC) program found
incorrect reporting of benefit year earnings as the major cause of
overpaid unemployment insurance (UI) benefits. Missouri's primary
source of detecting overpaid benafits is the crossmatch of benefit
payments data with guarterly wages reported by employers. Division
crossmatch research in 1989-1290 indicated there could be potential
improvement in recovery of overpaid UI benefits if more Missouri
employers were active in providing requested earnings data. The
1991-1992 Earnings and Benefits Crossmatch study defined active
employer participation and gathered information from employers who
did and did not fully meet the definition.

Specific objectives of the study were:

1. Identify the specific reasons why some employers involved in -
the crossmatch process have not provided requested earnings
information.

2. Identify the spec1f1c industrial classifications for all
employers involved in the crossmetch quarter in relation to
those who have not provided requésted information.

3. Determine the geographical area employers are from, for all
employers involved in the crossmatch quarter in relation to
those who have not provided requested information.

4. Determine if the Division is working directly with the
employer or through an actuarial firm, for all employers’
involved in the crossmatch quarter in relation to those who
have not provided requested information.

5. Determine the degree of difference in the amount of benefits
the claimant was actually entitled to had the employer
actively participated in providing the requested earnings
information.




Ten recommendations addressed specific areas that would yield a more
efficient and effective crossmatch process.

1.

10.

Revision of the written notice sent to employers requesting
earnings data. Missouri employer input and crossmatch forms
from other states helped to formulate six spec1f1c items to
include in form revision. The recommended revisions
included development of a scannable document to accommodate
the transition into further automation of benefit payment
control processes.

Development of easy to understand instructions and examples
to show how to properly complete the form.

Development of methods for increasing employer awareness
about the purpose of the crossmatch process to define what
it is and isn't.

Revision of internal procedures to accurately measure and
monitor the crossmatch process.

Development of management information that will keep the
crossmatch criteria current with the employer and Division
needs and economics.

Development and implementation of an updatable address file
which routes crossmatch correspondence to where the
employers want the notices to be mailed.

Consideration to implement bulk mailing to and from employ-
ers.

Development of enhanced automated data processing systems to
send, receive and record status of crossmatch notices
recelved from employers.

Provide study information back to the employers who were in-
volved in the study.

Evaluation and possible discontinuance of the second notice
requesting earnings information.

Division UI management have actively accepted the findings of the

study.

Prior to the study, physical restructuring of the benefit

payment control program was being planned. The findings of the
study have provided positive guidance to UI management in their
restructuring recommendations for the benefit payment control pro-

gram.




RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS FOR STAFFING AND FUNDING

The study was funded through the regular QC program. No special
sources of financial funding were required from other UI funds. The
study proposed the usage of one full-time position for coordination
of the study during Phases I, II and III. Two full-time QC claims
~auditor positions were allocated for Phase II, the six month inves-
tigational period. During Phase II, the QC case workload was re-
duced by 100 cases. For Missouri, the mandatory case requirement
without reduction due to conducting an approved UI program improve-
ment study was 1000 cases. ’
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BC—-289D

ISSUANCE VS. NON-ISSUANCE

35
30
25
20
15

10

NOT SENT

BC-289D = 123
BC-289D Sent = 38
BC~-289D Not Sent = 85%*

M Nk A=

* Under current workflow
Benefit Payment Contro
would generate BC-289D
based on the employers
protests.

1%

TRENTON DEPTFORD ELIZABETH PATERSON

LOCAL OFFICE NAME

This reflects claims where the last ehployer tolled out
a previous voluntary quit issue or the disqualification
period of a misconduct issue had elapsed.
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MISCONDUCT AND VOLUNTARY QUIT
SEPARATION ISSUES

MET STUDY CRITERA (50%) —

NO ISSUE EXISTED (21%) — g e ¥ OTHER (1%)

\”“INVALD MONETARY (1153) .
Sample Size = 800 claims

Initially when these-claims were filed, an'apparent
separation issue existed. These claims were coded "2"
- Misconduct and *"3" - Voluntary Quit and entered into

the LOOPS system.
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8--187 EMPLOYER CHARGE PROTLEST

COMPLAINTS;NEED LETTER (357%). —\

L 5C—289D GEMERATED (49%)

Sample Size = 67 protests relating to separation
issues on the 3rd quarter ‘89 mailing of the employer
charges.- The sample reflects only protests in the

4 test offices.
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oty State p Code Address '
9 Are you s trtizen of the United States? (O Yes (GNo
“33z2 of Residence (City. Towen, Township, or Borough. il if “t10” grve Alren Regnitzation No.
Hlizrent from item 3 above) o
Country of Ongin
- g— 10 Years of educatian Cutle one
“eiv Jhgae Number Municipat Code 1234567891011 1213 14 '._-.S 16 17 or more
! ) 11 Ethee Group. (For statntwal purposes only)
7 Oate of Buth ] swhite, tint Hupanie [’} American e Alash an Native
el 3 female (O Ao Oay ve L] Rrach, pat Hspang L) Asan ar Paclic islander
[] Hepane
PRINT information below for your most recent emoployer. You should provide the PAYROLL ADORESS for the employer you list.
e MOST RECENT EMPLOYER Bogan Vo 1 ASO) SOR SEPARATION ’
X ‘ Lick of VWork D Discharge
TR ; ) Last Date Vvort ed O ko Work Availabdle Absentoetsm
. s U Coopany Reorganization Job Performance
‘ {3 Partial Benefils Other, explain
' State Lig Cude Phore llusher
Yoluntary Quit O Strike/Lockont
Z)(c;‘..“. of thes job (1f nOt 3t agdress Jdvve) D Petircrent LS.
‘et Coty U} Tersonal Reasons Q Other
s O Kutual Agreement
typIuion on this job ‘ Name you worked under ([ dilferent lrom item 1 Jbove) O Company gclocatcd ;
L : 'eu sy miles? -
1t 2uwere, or wnll be paid for any days lter your last day of work enter,
Amounat S_____ Represeatingwagesthrough ____ 19 ___ e e
Raason: W tlemporary ayotl, how Regettrotion N _ :
many weels? uc.2n (7 ;
[1 T . .
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{Cowntmued Lne pAeirln POGY?

QOther than your 1ast empioyer, withun the past 18 months were you
3. Employed by the fFederal Government? (JYes [Jtio b Emokycdnut-ol staze? [Jres [JNo
¢ Separated rom any other emplayer for 2 reason ather thanlack ol work? (JYes [ONo

i _you Jawn e ed yes to any of the abnee qusstions, enrer the cmpinyar { nams Jilbass. and dates ol emnluymom below.

\Q

Gegan Work: REASON FOR SEPARATION
Lack of Kart

‘2t Address .

Last ua:chrhed' () o Work Available

{3 Partial Benefits

State LipCode | phone lumber
Yoluntary Quit
t:3.: Of thes jub (i not 3t address above) 0 fetirecent
-2t - Cuy () Fersonal Reasons

.-E'?z.on on this jab

Name youy worked under (i dilterent feom tem 1 above)

0 tutua! Agreement
3 Ceapany Pelocated
fou may miles?

L) Company Reorganization

{J Discharge

Absenteeism
Jub Performance
Other, explain

O Strike/Lockout

O Other

: — Began viork: REASON FOR SEPARATION
l.:'.i’__!.{_ﬁ‘l’l D Discharvqe
Taddress Last Date wWosked (1 to Work Available

U Partial Oenefits

State LipCude

Fhone lly=ber

Yoluntary Quit

1o~ 0f this Job (1f not 3t address wbuve)

t City

3 Retirement
[) fersonal Rcasons

01 ttutwal Agrecement

() Company Reorganizatlion

pat:on on this job { Name you worked under (if dilterent from-item 1 abiove)

U Cewpany Pelocated

Ausentecism
Job Performance
Other, caplain

[3 Strite/tocton l

D Other ' e

N

euw may miles?_

ab fii@ 2 claim for unemployment benefits. | cartily that the abave statements are true reahize that the Law provides nenalties for ma!m-q

1" 3tements to obtain benelus. | also understand that thiy information 1 conlidential, however, under Sectron 1137(a)(6) of the Scoal
nty Age, thi data may de uied to provide an income and ehg-b-lity vers/cation system for eachange of information between state agencies
1A:3tR NG pragrams under o plan soproved yader Title 1, X, X1V, XV1, of the Sociel Secunty Act

a0, uncer penaity of penury, {J thatlam a aitizen or national of the Umted States. or (J thatl amin 3 1atisfactory immigeation status
<k Cnel.

AN Seg3ture Date {This form may be authatizotion

for the fitst payment of benefit J

vEiled Claims Agent




Attachwment A-p 2

S NO
o {1 Whenyou are working, are you the mamn vage earner in yout household?
(1 O Areyou presently ready, willing and abile to work full time?
_ @] Molfered ajob, could you begin work at once?
— ] a. Areyouorhaveyoubeen astudentn full time attendance at an educational institution within the
.. past 18 months? .
. OJ b. Areyou currently enrolled or do you planto ensollina 1ob training or college course? If so,
: when?
i3 OJ Areyouacorparate officer or do you hald more than 5%¢ equitable or debtinterest in any corporation
for which you worked?
" O Didyou file a claim for benefits within the past 12 months? If yes, where?
. ©] Areyouworking part-time for your reqular employer or any other employer?
.: O Arevouself-employed or in a business of any hind?
0 d Areyourelated to the owner of any busmess whare you were employed during the pasl 18 r'nontns7
If yes, name of the business: .
~‘Mature of relationship:
0 ] Have you applied for or are you receiving any pension (private or govemment), sociaf security, disability
benefits or workers’ compensation? If yes, | am receiving S per month from
If payment was lump sum, enter amount $
A —— g -
30 lication
' Claimant’s Signature
AL T FFICE USE ONLY MONETARY DETERMINATION
- MBA WBR TWEBR PWBR
Z__ Remarks Agent Date Remacks Agent

(cont'd mert poqe)
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QEPLUDENCY BENEHITS

“ th : prowisions of the New Jersey Unemplovment Compensation Law you may be entitled to 2 dependency allowance for a maximum of
denandents if you are legally married and your spouse is employed 3t the time this claim takes effect, you will not be eligible for a
ide.aey llowance. Yuu must supply the sacal security aumber of your spause and any dependent 16 years of age or olcer if the ndmid. b
12 al 1ecunity number You a¢ sequired t0 provide praal of dependency for the childien lnted as dependents One or more of the
6. dacuments i acevnptable as vertfication of dependent status. you: most cecent federal or Mew Jersey incnme tax return, of incom.e tar
Vo cnother state; huth certificate; support order, adoption decree or ather relevant court documents Photacop:es are accectable

faiizre to provide proofl within 28 days of the date of claim will result in refund demand for afl moneys paid 3s 3 dependency allowrance
3 ! sther dependency allowance will he paid on the cdim ualess verification is provided.

.

8= vash to claim dependency henefus? If yes, YOU MUST COMPLETE THE APPLICATIOM FOR DEPENDENCY helow. ves O No (O

R

APPLICATION FOR DEPENDENCY BENEFITS

sv. ~2claiming dependency benefits complete ftems a through d:
3. Are you legally married?> Yes O Mo (O .
b If yes, is your husband/wife currently working? Yes{J No(Q *-

T e Whatis the total number of your dependents?
Please complete the following information:

0O NOT COMPLETE

LOCAL OFFICE USE ONLY
t
e af Spouse a ODependents | A lﬂelahon Narned | Employed | Eligeble Typeo .
' pouse and/or Dependents | Age | Socral Security Number ToYou | Yes 1Mo | Yes ) tio | Yes 1 No VZI:,:,‘;"Z“ ey
tge

d) It any of the above-histed de

. please specily whieh sndwrdualts) ong mopeﬂdent chuldren over age 18 attend ¢ publ OF NoA-profit educational Nstitution on @ tuil-time

vide the asme of the schuols

m e . emepmwenn .. o
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Manuals

The need to have procedures consolidated under one cover was
reinforced during Phase 1 of the project. Time is lost trying
to locate a procedure that_ is fragmented due to the variety of
transmittals, CMT's, UIM's, UI/DI Bulletins, QC Bulletins, BPC
Bulletins, etc.. Many of these cover the same subject material.
Members of the QC Special Project Study team are currently
reviewing active UIM's, wage récord workflow LOOPS manuals and
bulletins for duplication and obsolescence in an attempt to
incorporate all the information and instructions into the
initial claims section of the Local Office Claims Manual.

A preliminary draft of this consolidation of the initial claims
processing operations will be given to the Manual Revision
Committee for their review consideration for future revision.

CONCLUSION

It is understood that many of the suggested revisions to the
forms cannot be implemented until current supplies are have
been exhausted. However, revisions to the computer generated
forms can easily be accomplished now through the User Analyst
Coordination Unit. Some significant changes have been
recommended “for forms with a mind toward improving local office
operations and reducing the potential for missed issues and
unnecessary workloads.

Ensuring that adequate equipment is available, strategically
located and reqularly wupgraded will also help increase
productivity through efficient use.

Should these recommendations be implemented, there will be a
marked improvement in local office procedures as well as in

workflow and a concomitant increase in efficiency of claims
operations. '

All of this will 1lead, ultimately, to an improvement in the
quality of service we provide to the citizens and to the
employers who live and work in New Jersey.

When recommendations regarding form revisions are implemented,
a UI-DI Bulletin to local office personnel will be released to
thank all who offered their suggestions to the QC Special Study
teams. Their concerns reflect the pride they have in their

work. The suggestions will improve the quality of service to
both claimants and employers.







Claimants: Complete items 1 Through 15 Only

eww 10188y U eIt VI Leuut

Division of Unemployment and Disability insurance
ADDITIONAL CLAIM FOR UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

Sodel Security Number

Preg. Code

Oate of Claim

Employer Regnuration Number Syn Code
1, Claimant’s Flrst Nome Initial Last Name ) ADOITIONAL CLAIM 16, Sop Code
16. Stare: 1. End:

3. Moil Address;: fareet o R O. levvrwr— e

Sre pow o membor of o bicing bal) waloat [Jrer (Jtin

W yrsand guuotism ninl thsoughovmonentorl&ed ¢
3. Gty State lip Code P,

Adigeray

& Nome you werhed under (if ditferent frem ltem 1)

$. 8adge or Clech Ne.

Are yirw o Grhegen of the Unded States? () Yoo {}Neo

€ Octupation

1. Locatien of Jab (Il sther than betew.)

9. Addioss Change 0. L0 3% See

Ameum: §

&. M you wero pald tor any days after your Last doy of werk, fil in

Reprosenting weges threugh

Oves One .

1 hereby file a claim for unemployment

9. Name of Last Employer

benelits; I certify the statements made on this
claim are true; and | realize that the law

10. $troet Address

provides penalties for making false
statements to obtain beneflits. 1 understand

1, Gy

Sute

2ip Code

that this information Is conlidential, however,
under Section 1137(a) (6) of the Social Security

12. Dates of Last employment with Last empleyer

1). Hiayot! tempetary, how

Act, this data may be used to provide an
income and eligibility verification system for

0O te WNork Available

0O Absenteeism

Last Oay many weeks?
Started Werkod
14, 1 am nat werking fer any Last employer becsuse:
Discharge O Strike/Lockout

exchange of information between state
agencies administering programs under a plan
approvad under Title I, X, XIV, XVi of the Socisl

O vo a Other, explain Security Act.
luntary Quit O Job Performance PO 22
1S, § sm ready, willing and able te werk full.time snd | am seeding fulltime wers, (Jves [Jwe "'—-m;‘—-—- 14, —-(—';—m-‘—'::—-—

8CA (R-7.86)

ATTACHMENT B



Form BC-4 Additional Claim for Unemploynient ‘Benefits~(R-7286)

Claimants: Complete items 1 Through 15 Only

New jersey Department of Laboe

Division of Unemployment and Disability insurance
. ADDITIONAL CLAIM FOR UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

Secial Sacurity Humber Peeg. Code Oate of Claum Emplayer Registration Numdet Syn Code
1, Claimant's Fiest Kemo tnigial Last Hame . ACCITIONAL CLAIM 18. Sep Code
16 Stars: 12. €ng:
2. Mail Address: Strester R. 0.
1. City $tate 2ip Code 1
19. Addiass Change a0 L. 0. 21. %6
4 Nama you workad under (if different frem item 1) S. Badqe or Clack Mo. QOve DOxe

& Occupation !

1. Locatien of Jab (if ether than delow)

1 hereby file 8 claim for unemployment
benefits; i certify the statements made on this

0. i you ware paid fer anvy days after your lass day of werk, fillin

claim are true; and | realize that the law
provides penaities for making faise
statements (o obtain benefits. ! understand

that this information is confidential, howez;"\ 3
under Section 1137(a) (6) of the Social Secw’,

Act, this data may be used to provide in
income and eligibility verification sysiem fos {

exchange of information between state

Amount: $ Represenang wages threugh i DU
9. Mame of Last Empleyer -
10, Street Address
11. City . State Zip Code
12, Dates of lase loy with last empley 13.  Layett comporary, how
Last Doy many weeks?
Started Worked

agencies administering programs under a plan
-approved under Title I, X, Xiv, XVi of the Sociai
Security Act. :

14. | am net werking for my last esnpleyer becawse:

2. X

2! Cam Agent

15. 1 am ready, willing and abie 1o werk full-time sad | am seeswng full-ume work. [ Yes

(m

n________ o

Date Filsa C.aim Agent

8CA (R-7-46)

ATTACHMENT B.1




1. SOCIAL SECURITY NO. ‘2- PRCG. _‘3. DATE OF CLAIN f4. 72D
.OF - NEW.JERSIY- ‘ 1
PARTHINT. OF - LASGR. 5. CLAIMANT'S NRHE {6. DaTE OF HAILINS
BIVISION:ZDR 3 . l
UNEMPLOYVIENTHAND ' DISA3ILITY " INSURLRCE.- :
1. cx.o:x/a:.oastz. CLAIMANT'S HORK KaMZ (IF DIFFERENT)
9. L.0. HO }10. CLAIMANT'S OCCUPATION lll. LAST DAY MORXED
12, CITY OF EMPLOYMENT llz. YOUR HJ UNEHPLOYHZKT INS 1
1 .

NDTICETO EMPLOYER 1y ,g0vp avD CLAIMANT HAS FILED A CLAIM FOR UNZHPLOYMENT ESKIFITS UNDER THE KId JERSE
' UNEMPLOYMEKT COMPERSATION LAH AND HAS_IKDICATER.THAT YOU HERZ HIS/HER LAST eMPLGYER.

Comolete and return ONLY IF CLAIMANT WAS:

Ssparated for other than lack of work.
Receiving a company pension.

Paid for a period after last day of waIk.
Given a definite date of recall.

e s
» o s s

"B paTIS OF LAST ZMPLOYMENT: FasM 70
B NUMZZR OF WIZKS WGRKED ‘

| WHAT WERZ THEI CLAIMANT’S GR0SS EARNINGS FOR THE PERIOD LISTZD IN ITEM A S

D Tho clalmant was separaied {or a x:cason other than lack of work.

The reason for s2paraticn is

. 'E E_nter the date‘of discharge,iT different.

E. Tho claimant Is recelving a company pension. . Did claimant contribute? Yes No

Manthly Amecunt of Pensian=.S

Il LUMP SUM paymenlt issued, plazse enter lotal amount S __
-G. Tho claimant was pald for a pericd afler hissher last day of work. -

Amount Rezcived. $ . This pavment was part of a Union a_grcerncnl Yes No

1

- Severanco Pay D ‘represents payments for past services — other =

& i N ‘: A ls 0% =344 e o -
_Payncn: in Lieu ol Notice D Ahrounh (dz!e) - Vacation -
H.This separatlonis teme2rary. The cliimant is scheduied to relurn o vrork on {date) b
I. s . ;

[

-

tha claimant (vas scparated ler rezsans other tnanlack of work, would you like the

zzzistance of tha New Jarsay Staiz =mployment Service in finding a replacement? L_.] YES D MO

s zmzu Tos Your &J Unemployment _Insurance num!
If dilferent from item 13. )

LOCAL OFFICE

PTLALLID RIFAINIaLALaT:




. S0C1AL SECURITY KO. |z. PRGOS, r. DATE OF CLAIM |4, SRD

5, CLAIMANT'S NAME |6. DATE OF HLILING
7. CLOCK/BADGZ|S. CLAIMANT'S WORK Nak: {IF DIFFIRENT) -
é. L.0. NO |10. CLAIMANT'S OCCUPATION ‘u. L2ST DAY WORLID
12. CITY OF EMPLOYMENT lxz. YOUR HJ UKEMPLOYMENT IN3 NC

g . ]

Fzm-nauan e ? S e

IMPORTANT NOTICE TO EMPLOYER . -
| THE )

BOVE “AHED CLAIMANT HAS FILED A CLAIM FOR UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS UNDER THE REH JERSEY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATIO!
LAH AND HAS INOTCATED THAT YOU HERE MIS/H=2 LAST EMPLOYER.

CONPLETE THE IFENS BELOH KD RETURM TO THE ADMRFSS SHOMM HITHIN TEW CALEKDAR DA¥S,

A .DATES OF LAST EMPLOYMENT: FROM ' T0
B, MMZR OF WEEKS WORKED

C_. WHAT WERE THE CLAIMANT'’S GROSS EARNIhuS FﬂR THE PERIOD LISTED IN ITEH A S

D.. Tho clalmant was separated for a reason other lhnn lock of work.
The reason (or sepgration is ..

E. Enter- the date-of qiséhange_, ifdifferent. .

‘F .- Tho claimant Is recelving a company pension. Did claimant contribute? Yos No

" Monthly Amount of Pension.S e

o LUMP SUM payment issued, please en!er total amount s
G. The claxmant was pald for a period after his/her last doy of ‘work,

- Amount Received. § _ This savment was part of a Union agreement Yes No )
3 -Sovoronco Pay D represents-payments for past services(] other- [
. Paymont In Liou of Notica D mrcunh {date) — - Vacation . I I

H.Tnis scparallon Is tompzerary. The claxman! is ..chcdulcd lo rc!um lo work on {date)

I ll h.a claimant was separated for reasons other xh:m lack ol work, would you like the

2ssistance of the New Jersey Slate Employment S.rvxce in linding a ren!a::emenl" D YES D MO

| RITURN THIS FoEM TO: Your N.J. Unemployment, Insurance Nun
if Different from Item 13
\ Iatarstaza & 4F Disability
' SIGHATURE OF AUTrda11iD BZFAISIRVATIVE
1 ATTACHMENT C

NASRZ



Form BC-28, Request for Separation I

mation (R-1-87, R-6-87 )

REQUES'T FOR SEPARATION INFORMATI ON )

N L ToSCCIAL SICUNIIY WO, ] 2. PR0G. |3. BAlE Of CLAIN [a. a0

3 . - R

RI&TE OF KCY JEWSCY
DLPAATHENT 0F LAOOR
DIVISION OF -
USEEFLOYMLT AND DISEUILITY

S, CLAIRANT'S mang 6. DATE OF malLInG

usu:;r.x‘-éz'

“m o

7. CLOCK/SITGI[S. CLAINANT'S MoRK Band {1F DIFFERENTY

3. 1.0, B0 |10, CLAIRANT'S ecCuPAticN 13, LAST DAY MOAKED

13, CITY OF DRLOYWINT 13, YOUR B3 UstirLOvnENt §us &0

I _¥OU FAIL YO RGZPOND YO LS ‘REQUEST. “THE CLAIN
Wil - Of  PROCESSEO - -Qlls T BASIS | OF (L AVAILASLE Y
INFOMMATION, - *- AT A e

,ﬁ.f.‘.t E

bas INIECAEED THAT VOU LURE MSAAS CAST FWp1LOVER. 1M OkDEW YO DETLANING WK

LN

TLUPORTANT NOTICE 30 EIPLOYER

cLAl FOA UNLHPLOTRENY BCNETIS UNDCA TiT MiW JERSEY CMINPLOVIENT ConPinsation liﬂ 4950
ne CLAInART 1S ELIGIALE T08 BastriNs, 1) nuy

o s8IVl mantd CLAINARY f1es FILID A
W L1SARY FO0 Y50 10 dURNISH THE JGIORIATION CALLED $CU BLLCUL
§30 10 Sk RLCUESTING OFFICE, AS Suam Im it LOMER LLFT SUND CORNER OF nll} :mi

D15a3L8Y PURING CNDAGYMENE LAF) SECTICH, YOU 4R REQUIRLD 18 CONPLED
Uars §R0w TiE DAVE OF BAJLIG SHchat 3N 1TN 16) ABOVE.

18 110 INTCRSIATE CLatmt SECTION O Iuf
o A GIRY AWD REIURY WITHIN TN CALENOAR

oh .
16 In AECUESTING OIFICK, AS SHOMS 18 THE LOWIS LEFY HAKD CORNEA of Ti1s TOMR
23 fai] O15:84L 1% OUAIN3 LnERALOVAENT taf) SECTION, 00 'm0l CoxrtEIE SECTION A,

2] 13- oTAN TR Tl TNTEASIATE CLAMnS flﬂl. .
18uUCy

SC1 RIVERST  $308 OF ORN FOR 105

IR

“1ch A (DO NOT COMPLETE TH1S SECTION OF THE FORH WITHOUT READING ADQVE INSTRUCTIONS.)

|
|

Al

[ 3}
LX)

CA-C5 OF LAST CMALOVMENT: FROU 10
$IGER OF WELKS MOAKED

\AIAT MIRE THE CLAIMANT S GROSS EARNINGS FOR THE PERIOD LISTED SN SYCN AL S

WAS RENINERATION PAID OR 1S IT 10 DE PAID FOR ANY DAY(S) AFTER THE LAST DATE OF IMPLOYREWT
<R3 1N JTEN At ADOVE?

s &3___ IF YES, ENTER AMOUNT: §

X P — REPRESENTS MACES THROUGH .
£i*SCT 1UR SUSH PAVHINT

£27°0AT10M 38 PERIANENT TEMPORARY; WILL RECALL ON R ADOUT ..

REASUN FOR SE3ARATION: LACK OF WOAX _____ OTHER (EXPLAIR acLow)

JTHPORTANT
1F TS BEGUCSEASR OFFECE 18 TE TNTERSIATE CLALKS $ECTICH 63 THE DISKATLITY CLIIKG USDHLOTAINT 14-F) SHitita
b6 WOT CHPLEVE TS SECTION. SER FRONE §10€ OF THE FRK foR INGIAUCTI08S. i

sRoul SI01 oF Tuig foam mitwes s

pUEast ComLitt tie l!(t& SELON AND RETURA 10 DL LecaL OFFICE ACGRLSS Sinm Os Tut 3 enios. Eh LTI bar

il
CALERDAN DAYS OMLY 1F CLAIMANY MAS SEPAPATLED O DiktR AN LACK OF NGRR, 18 RECEIVING & conaaut
ASYER RISAUN LAST l{l"&‘ﬂil 08 §F THE CLALIANE 1S & oEFINIIg LATE OF llCAlI..-'

SECTION © (DO NOT COMPLETE THIS SECYION OF THE FORM u_mum READING AOOVE JNSTRUCTIONS . )

[ 1. it cuaniaar g sEPAMTED FOR A BEASDR SINEA THAN LACK OF MR
THE AEASON §OR SEPARATION 38 :

] o2 Tk cuationt 38 aicHivIm & Comans PORSIGH,
10 CLAIWET COMATSVIRD ¥ES o 80 e

MORLIAY ANGRNIT OF PLNSTIONS § oo 18 LU Tl PATHENT T33UER, PLEASE EATED TOIAL MSURE e

D 83, W05 CLAIWANT HAS PATD FOR A PLATCO AFTER MISAKR LAST DAY H0RK,
oot RECEIVED §

woane [

soveanecs oy [ oamadd 18 Lagu oF sovict O
HIS PAYRINT 15 PART OF A UNIOR ACACEHENT, YES oo 80—

TUECUCH e

D 84, TiMS SEPARATION 1S TOPORARY.
- 31§ CLAIKARE 1§ SCUIOURCD TO REIURD O MHIRX OF oot

D §3. 3P YOU MAVE CONPLETED ANT OF T AN0VE HILNS, (BIEA TUE CLATMANT'S LAST DAY NIRX(O

gt mguictond &8

23 AIMAHD KAT
a4 Tk WOST RECIML CIDLOVIR A%D WAV SUEMITTED ANY TWFORMATION SuziCATING AT WH QU g, o

i BECEIVE A KOLICE OF DITEmNMATION (EOICATING ThE CLAJAANE'S iy,

} 4
OFSQUALIFIED OR BENEFLIS, YoU HILL
oisquaLtFtCATION,

SICAATURE ©F AULHORIZLO ALraLEuIATIvE

[

feLEnat cast

. ———————

i

GETURN 1115 FORM T0:

RSITIOE

tLiniosg oarg

T

CEE REVCRSE SIDE OF TONN) 1

00 NOT COKALETE AND RETURN SECTION 8 OF THIS FORM, UIRLESS THME CLAINANT wAS:

« SCPARATED FOR A REASON DTHIR THAN LACK ;P WORK,
- RECCIVING A COMPANY PENSION,

PAID FDR A PERIOD AFTLA LAST DAY OF WDRK,
SCPARATED DUE TO A TCHPORANY LAYOFF

[
THE REQUESTING OFFICE 35 OTHER THAN YHE INTERSTATE CLAINS SECTION OR
THE DISADILITY OURING (REMPLOYHENT (4-F) SECTION.

82-388 (R-4-87) *

- " e e e




[




antie ek o Litor, Devisnn of Ursimployined & Disalibly bswrunco

.

NOTICE TO EMPLOYER OF POTENTIAL LIABILITY

[Monetary Datormination and Request for Separation information {sce ftom B} BC-I L b 1un

1.

MAXIMUM BENEFIT AMOUNT $

MAXIMUM CHARGEABLE AMOUNT $

$ WEEKLY BENEFIT RATE

% OF WEEKLY BENEFlT AMOUNT
. CHARGEABLE TO YOUR ACCOUNT

HEICE NO
12. (a) WEEKLY DEPENDENCE ALLOWANCE: $ {b) NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS:
C'NO 2 PROG. CODE .
The Weekly Benelit Rate in Item 11 Includes the Dependency Allowance listed above.
CLana “Fi0 13. WAGES AS REPORTED: [_]By the Employer [J ey Claimant'n Attidavit
AN *X* IN THIS BOX INDICATES THIS 1S A MONETARY REOETERMINATION BASED ON THE RECEIPT OF SUPPLEMENTAL INFOIMIANON
A1 S NAME v . '
You May Be Required To Complete Attached “Request For Separation Information™. Please See ltem “I” ficlow.
KNKED UNDER (iF D¥FENENT) OUANTER ENONG GUARTER ENDING QUARTER ENDING OVARTER ENDNG
HAL YL AL HVtALS
BEGINS ENDS '
EAR b Totel Wages e Totsl Weges m Totst Woges i Total Woges e Tt Wages
BEGINS ENDS T
1 YEAR
. -
T MARLNG

14. N.J. REGISTRATION NO.

IMPORTANT NOTICE TO EMPLOYER

VEN'S NAME § ADDRESS

A.. This determination indicates the maximum amount the claimant may collect # otherwise eligibla for benelits. Tix: clinud - vlxplihily to collect
will be determined at a later datn.
: B, fusplcts and cotusa QuLY 1T CLAIRNIT VASH

«  fegatsred for echer than Keck of work.
. Redcliving & company ponsion.
. Paid tor s pesiod aftes 1eat day ot work. .
Given a delintte dote of facall. -
C. ¥ you have work tor this claman} al any lime during the benelil yesr, you should 80 nolity him/har. i you offer this «lwsiint work and he/she

fails 1o apply for of refuses to accept this work, you should prepare Form BC-8 {Notice of Failure to Apply s tr s Accopt Suitable Work)
and forward it promplly (o the local claims office at the address shown sbove.
D. Benalits paid under Disability During Unemp!?ymenl Program are not chargeabls to an employer’s account.

RIGHT OF APPEAL

“\ ¥ you disagree with this delermlnauon.'you mst tila an appenl In wriling with the above tocal cloims officss 1w .gasil must be received or
postmasked within ten calendar days after the date of malling of this notice s shown in item 0,

i)

+

———— e
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Pol et o Labor, Dwision of Unemployment & Oisability tnsuranco

REQUEST FOR SEPARI\TION INFORMATION IR

IF APPLICADLE, PLEASE COMPLETE THE ITEMS LISTED OCLOW AND RETUNN TO TIIE LOGAL CLAIMS OFFICE WITHING TEM CAILEN
AFTER THE DATE OF MAILING SHOWN IN ITEM 0. IF YOU FAIL TO COMPLY, PAYMENTS TO THE CLAIMANT AND CHABGLS 100 (42 [
NATING ACCOUNT WILL DE PROCESSED DASED ON AVAILANLE INFONMATION. (Rcler to altached Form DC-IE-Ingpavtard Notnie 2 & tg o

IF YOU HAVE ALREADY RESPONDED WITH INFORMATION FOR THIS CLAIMANT,
BASED ON THIS DATE OF CLAIM (SEE #3), PLEASE DISREGARD THIS REQUEST.

Lo AL OFHICE NO
A.  The clalmant was scparated for a reason olhor thon lock of work,
BT 2 PROG. CODE The reason for ceparation is
el 4FI0 0. Enter the claimant's last day of work .Enter the actual date of di scharge
T C. Tho claimant Is recelving o company pension, Did claimant contribute? Yos No
Monthly Amount of Pension: § ' i LUMP SUM payment Issued, ploase entor lolal amount § ______

LA ASOTRL O OO 8 OIf ECHENT) ﬁo ) Tho clalmant was pald for o pdriod altes his/her fast day of work. Vacation D

Amount Roccived $ ' This oaymont was part of 8 Unlon agreemen Yes No. .
(AE VEAR Heans Enos -sownancoPay []Payments for past services rendered - Other

Ty ENDS Paymont In Liou of Nollco D Ifnounh (dnlo_) . .

Pene vean hE. This scparation I3 temporary. Tho cloimant Is ccheduled to return to work on (date) -
AL GF LG 11. NS NEGISTRATION NOU F.- U Iha clalmant was scpnrated for reasons olher than 1ack of work, wauld yon ke t:

a'sslslanco of tha New Jersey Stalo Employmont Service in finding a coplacenn-a ® D e D NQO

VRV EITS AME & ADINTESS

- ambvadivitws ok

U the claimant reports 1o tha local clalms oflico o claim benelits, and you have submilled ony informaltion ihcatusy 1l he/she may te
or disqualitied for benelils, you will receivo a nolice of determination indicating claimant's eligiblifity, incligibilty or disiuatia.ation

1 certily thal tha Information submitied in this report is true and cosrect,

SIGNED - OFFICIAL POSITION

. 4
OATE PIHONE . XV

—rm o n i e ts e e ee—— —— e




BC-3E, Notice To Employer of Potential Liability (R-5-88)

% 0 Lt O v 4 On NOTICE TO EMPLOYER CF POTENTIAL LIABILITY
{Mnezary Cemenunaton and Recuest for S y (soe om GY [ Y
1. S WEEKLY BENEFIT RATE
' MAXDAUM BENEFIT AMCUNT S ‘s
% OF WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT
- CHARGEABLE
! , MAXIAM CHARGEABLE AMOUNT § TO YOUR ACCOUNT
LOCAL OFRCE NO. -
‘ . 12. (m) WEEKLY DEPENDENCE ALLOWANCE: $ ) NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS:
L5052 & phoa. cous The Wisekly Benefit Rate in lem 11 inchudos the Depondency Allowancs lisied above. .
P <o 13. WAGES AS REPORTED: [_]8y the Employer [ ey ciaimant's Atficavit
Dmrumummnam SASID ON B RECEPT OF SUPFLEMENTAL SFORATION,
4 CLAMANT'S NAME
1 . mwmmmmmwmmw«. Pleass SeTTdm “B” Below.
[y WORKED UNCER (F OIFFERENT) COREACHOND ] GUARTER LNoeiG CUARTER B9 CUARTER ENONG,
WASE YEAR TOULS
: 7 ©0s ‘
7. 045K vEMR S | nwemn [0 wevweme [ wwwos (RS weveme (D] e
BEGNNS
2 BERT YOR a3
9 058 C7 UMD T tid AEGSTRAN G, "
- ] IMPORTANT NOTICE TO EMPLOYER
BEMAIYERS NAME & ACCRESS A This detsmination Ieicatss the mexious amount tho clamant sy calect 8 ofharwise eiGls fo7 Denafts. The chimant's #byDidy © otk
. will 5@ Osterminad &t a s e,
a lumnmwumﬂdm&mnmmemmmmmwduam
¥ the caimint hes & definde dato of rEEal, yOU 8% OGS ©) COMpIts Gl Gl the attached lorm BC-3E.1 (R
H ' -mmummmnuummn_umunw.mnumnmvapaeaamm
. Rating accmat will e processed
- lnmmnmwumummwnmm Aoty him/har, 1t you ofier thia clgimant work and t/2
tals 10 2pply for Of "ehz308 10 accapl this wark, YOU Shauld oIComrs Form mm«rmnmucnmamw
and farwarnd & promety to the oeal cims cifice &1 WG S00RESS Shown SDOVE
Seneflls paxt under Oixadiily During Usespioyaant Program &8 ool Shargomtis 1 &R emaiyer's accort.
RIGHT OF APPEAL
1 you Gis0ree il TS GEtrTninetion, You st (8 97 0008 IV Wing N Cw Sbowe eal chaima office. This sooCe MUst be rcasied
. N OSITINAT WTIA N CHNEIY (38 after the date of maifing of Thil NOICH S8 EOWN I3 e O, .
BC-3E.1 Request For Separation Information (R-5-88)
b oL, 4 0n REQUEST FOR SEPARATION INFORMATION : . s s
e . lmmMﬁmmmmw TuRN TO THE LOCAL CLAMS OFFICE WITISN TEN CALENDAR OF
menmmammumc'v&m COMPLY, PRYMENTS 1O THE CLAIMANT AND CHMARGES TO YOUR ZXPEREN
RATS:G ACCOUNT WILL BE PROCESSED SASED ON AMRABLE INFORMATION. tReler 10 3toched Form SC-JE=trporayy ASCY D Evpmye =dam
€ YOU HAE ALREADY RESPONDED WITH NFCRIMATION FOR THES CLAMANT
~ 'BASED ON' THIS DATE OF CLABM (SEE 31 PLEASE DISREGARD THIS AECUEST .
LOCAL OFFICE NO. T
A, The ciatnant wes sagsiated for 8 1e580R olhar han tack of wark.
1. 50C 545 MO 2 MO0, COGE The reascn 10f s20MATION 8.
I0AEOF CUAMA «FRD — —_
— 8. The cialment is cecelving & comoany pension. Ot it COTDA? VBB e NO s
s e Monshly Amexnt ¢ Ponsion $ 2 LUMP SUM oayment iszusd, Disass enter il ]
e WS COEA W OF: LN C.  The claimant wes peid for 3 peried aftse his/Rer (ast cay of wark. )
R 43 This payraont was part of & UNON STTeeRAnt Y88 emes NG «
S BEGNS ass \WD Severancs Pay D Payment s Lieu of Notice B SwOuch (cate} .
] D.  This separstion is tempasary. The claiment i SchOC.IT 10 FENre 1o wom on (CX8) .
LEGNS ENCS
SSENEFIY YEAR €. # you have comploted any ¢f tha 00ve Rams, SRier the CLmant’s a2t CIV of wark .
o YL TS . lhmmmﬂmmmhﬂ?mmﬂmﬁnlub
assistonce of the Mew Javsey State Erncioymant Service in tinding a redtacerment? DYES DNO
0 W tosak 4 AZORESS ¥ e caimant 1rSons 1 e locy cime office 10 clam Ledolls, £ YOU AW any info that ho/sna may be nc
- or Zezpaifiag for Denslls, you will oCeme & Holice of ¥ 3 8 SiPbliiily, ettty oF G3

1 cartity that the inlormation sulmitiod in this report i3 trud and Cotrect.

SQED - CFFTIAL POSITION
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' UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS CHARGED TO EXPERIENCE RATING ACCOUNT
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SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR
IMPORTANT INFORMATION

THIS IS NOT A BILL

-( CR ) 10 THIS ..
ACCOUNT

;- 'CHARGES & CREDITS
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B-187, Unemployment Benefits Charged To Experience Rating Account (r-1-87, R-1-88)

o e e
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. DVISION OF UNEMPLOTMENT ANG DISASLITY MSURANCE 20903
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UNEMPLOYHENT BENEFITS CMARGLD TO CAPERIENCE RATING ACCOUNT
*
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REQUEST TO CLATIMANT FOR ADDITICNAL DISABILITY INFORMATION C10C-SE

1. RETURN THIS FORM TO: 2. NAME
STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR SSN
DISABILITY INSURANCE SERVICE
CN 387 ~ ROOM #8 MAIL DATE

ON, NEW JERSEY 08625-0387 -
- SEQ. NO.
3. EMPLOYER DISABILITY DATE

IN ORDER TO PROCESS YOUR CLAIM FOR DISABILITY BENEFITS IT IS
NECESSARY FOR YOU TO PROVIDE THE INFORMATION REQUESTED

BELOW.
YOUR FAILURE TO PROVIDE TH%S INFORMATION WITHIN 14 DAYS OF TEE
MAILING DATE THAT APPEARS IN ITEM #2 ABOVE MAY RES

ULT IN A
DENIAL OF DISABILITY BENEFITS. YOU MUST COMPLETE ALL QUESTIONS
LISTED ON THE FRONT AND BACK OF THIS FORM. :

4. Please briefly describe the type of work you do.

5. Did you report to work daily for the employer listed in item $3°?
Yes No If no, please explain

| 6. Did you perform this work at your own convenience?
Yes No If yes, please explain

7. Where was the work for the employer listed in item #3 done?

City State
Work Location

8. Did you lease space, equipment, or tools, etc?
Yes No If yes, please explain

9. Do you take direction on the job from someone else?
Yes No If no, please explain

m——— —————o ———— —— —
s m——— e

ILING INSTRUCTIONS

A SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE IS ENCLOSED FOR_YOUR CONVENIENCE. IF

YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR _NEED HELP COMPLETING THIS FORM, PLEASE
CONTACT THIS OFFICE IMMEDIATELY AT (609)984-4537. )

REMEMBER BENEFITS MAY BE DENIED FOR YOUR FAILURE TO PROVIDE THIS
INFORMATION WITHIN 14 DAYS FROM THE DATE OF MAILING IN ITEM #2.

SIGNATURE AND CERTIFICATION
I CERTIFY THAT INFORMATION FURNISHED BY ME ON MY ORIGINAL
APPLICATION AND ON THIS FORM IS TRUE. I KNOW THAT THE LAW
PROVIDES PENALTIES FOR FALSE STATEMENTS MADE TO OBTAIN BENEFITS.

DATE CLAIMANT'S SIGNATURE

PHONE NUMBER ( ) -

' 13 L L ™M™ DAGw




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Did you perform the same type of work for others?
Yecs ~ No If yes, please explain

How is your pay rate dgtermined (hourly, percentage basis, etc)?

-

If_you received a percentage, did you also receive a base
salary? Yes No 4

If the answer is "Yes", please give conditions of hire.

Do you carry your own Workers' Compensation coverage?
Yes No If yes, please explain

Do you have your own company name, or have.a Federal
Identification Number? Yes No If ves,;
please specify

Do you advertise your work expertise?
Yes . No If yes, please explain

Do you possess your own business cards or a business
telephone listing? Yes No If yes, please
explain

Do you own any portion of the business listed in item 43 on .
the reverse side of this form? Yes : No If
ves, specify percentage

Do you have any employees working for you? Yes . , No

If yes --- list number of employees
length of time employed
pay rate per hour

Use a separate sheet of pagﬁr if more
space is needed to answer ese
questions and attach it to this form.

Cl0C-~sE




REQUEST FOR EMPLOYER INFORMATION Cl0E-SE

1. RETURN THIS FORM TO: 2. CLAIMANT
' STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR SSN
DISABILITY INSURANCE SERVICE
CN 387 ROOM #8 MAIL DATE
TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08625-0387
SEQ. NO.
3. EMPLOYER '
4. REG # DISABILITY DATE

%giggDER TO PROCESS THE g?OVE NAMED IVIDUAL'S CLAIM FOR DIS-

CESSARY FOg YOU TO PROVIDE THE INFORMATION
LURE TO COMPLETE AND RETURN THIS FORM

RESE%STED BELOW. YOUR F, L )
WI N 14 DAYS FROM THE MAILING DATE THAT APPEARS IN ITEM §2 MAY

ULT IN A DETERMINATION BASED UPON INFORMATION RECETVED OM THE

CLAIMANT YOU MUST COMPLETE ALL QUESTIONS LISTED ON THE FRONT AND
BACK OF THIS FORM.

5.

* Yes No If yes, please explain

10.

Briefly describe the type of work claimant does for you.

Did the claimant report to work daily for you?
Yes No " If no, please explain

Did the claimant perform this work at his/her own convenience?

Where was this work performed?

City State
Work Location

Did the claimant use your premises, equipment, and/or tools, etc?
Yes No If no, please explain

Did you direct the claimant's work?

‘Yes No If no, please explain

MAILING INSTRUCTIONS

A SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE IS ENCLDSED FOR_YOUR CONVENIENCE. _IF
YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR_NEED HELP COMPLETING _THIS FORM, PLEASE
CONTACT THIS OFFICE IMMEDIATELY AT (609)984-4537.

SIGNATURE AND CERTIFICATION

I CERTIFY THAT INFORMATION FURNISHED BY ME ON THIS REPORT IS
TRUE AND CORRECT.

PRINT NAME TITLE:
DATE SIGNATURE
PHONE NUMBER ( ) -

4 ¢ ¢ ¢ TURN PAGE




11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Does the claimant perform the same type of work for others?
Yes No If yes, please explain

How is the claimant's pay rate determined? (hourly, percentage
, s g

basis, etc.)

If the claimant received a Eeﬁgentage, did he/she also receive

a base salary? Yes
If the answer is "Yes", please give conditions of hire.

Do you carry Workers' Compensation coverage for the claimant?

Yes No If yes, please explain_ .
Does the claimant has his/her own company name, orﬁhave a

Federal Identification Number? Yes No If ves
please specify

Does the claimant advertise his/her work expertise?
Yes. No If yes, please explain

Does the claimant possess his/her own business cards or a
business telephone listing? Yes No If ves,
pPlease explain

°

Does the claimant own any portion of the business listed in

item %3 on the reverse side of this form? Yes
No If yes, specify percentage B
Does the claimant have any employees working for him/her?

Yes No

If yes--- list number of employees

length of time employed

pay rate per hour

Use a separate sheet of pager if more
space is needed to answer these
questions and attach it to this form.

ClOE-SE
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

The Quality Control program in Oregon conducted a program impravement study of
appeals reversals of separation and job refusal decisions. The goal of the
study was to determine if causal factors existed in those reversals which
could be controlled through-Agency action.

goth Benefit Payment Control and Quality Control data indicate that a sizeable
.number of overpayments are set up each year due to reversed separation and job
refusal decisions. No data is collected on the number of underpayments caused
by reversed decisions.

Methodology

- A random sample of appealed separation and joo refusal decisions was
examined. Tnese included some decisions wnich were affirmed on appeal as well
as a larger sample wnich were reversed.

A1l documentation for each decision was obtained from field offices around the
state. Each decision was scored using the Quality Performance Index. In
addition, tne appeals decision issued by the referee was analyzed in detail.
We sought to determine the primary, underlying reason for the reversal. These
reversal reasons were categorized into those controllable through Agency
action, and those which were not. The affirmed decisions in our sample were
looked at in the same way to see if there were differences which could be
identified as leading directly to the affirming, rather than the reversing
appeals decision.

Data on each administrative and appeals decision was entered into a database
created for the study. The computer was used to combine the information in

different ways to see if correlations could be found between factors in the

decision and the cause for the reversal.

Findings

This study determined tnat 37.5% of the reversed decisions in this sample
could have been prevented by the Agency. This extrapolates to an annual trust
fund loss of $127,485. In addition, benefit payments of over $400,000 ara
initially delayed each year due to controllable reversals of separation and
joo refusal decisions.

There ara tnree primary causes for controllable reversals. Tnese are 1)
inadequate factfinding, or a conclusion not supported by the facts; 2) a
tendency to issue disqualifying decisions; and 3) a tendency to ignore
pertinent information provided at the time of the appeal.




‘Recommendations

Most of the controllable reversals found in this study were due to errors
occurring in the adjudication process. Training and ongoing nonmonetary
review, seems to be the answer.

An automated nonmonetary sampling program which combines supervisary review
with validation by the U.I. Technical staff has been suggested and-adopted.
This program will generate reports detailing the type of errors found.
Training will be designed to specifically address these errors.




APPEALS REVERSALS OF SEPARATION AND JOB REFUSAL DECISIONS

Oregon's Quality Improvement Project (QIP) targeted reversals of separation
and job refusal decisions for special study because of the impact reversals
have on the Unemployment Insurance trust fund and on mispayment rates in
general. The goal of the study was to determine factors wnich correlate to
reversals and to address those which can be controlled through Agency efforts.

In 1930, Benefit Payment Control (BPC) set up over 800 overpayments totalling

nearly $720,000 due to the reversal of separation and job refusal decisions on
appeal. Overpayments caused by such reversals are, by statute, not collacted

aggressively. Only 20% of these overpaid dollars are recovered. The balance

represents a 1oss to the Unemployment Insurance trust fund.

Data is not collected on raversed decisions which cause underpayments. Tnese
decisions, originally written to disqualify claimants from penefits, do not
rasult in trust fund loss. They do, however, represent a hardship to the
affected claimants, impact the state's Timely First Payment rate, and are
costly to resolve.

Tne 1990 Quality Control (QC) cases included one in which the adjudicator's
inadequate factfinding on a separation decision led to a sizeadble mispayment
uoon reversal. Tne overpayment from this casa accounted for 15% of tne total
overpayment found by QC in 1990,

1. Methodology

QIP obtained a random sample of 500 voluntary quit, discharge, and job refusal
administrative decisions which were written in 1389 and which had been
reversed on appeal. We lookad only at lower level appeals as higher level
appeals rely on the record made at the first hearing. In addition, a control
group consisting of 200 separation and job refusal decisions which were
affirmed on appeal were examined. The sample was reduced by excluding
felony/theft discharge decisions and work separations detected and resolved
solely through the benefit crossmatch system. These were excluded becauss the
investigation process is quite different from separation decisions which are
adjudicated in the field offices.

The formal decision and all supporting documents on the remaining 413 reversed
and 1738 affirmed decisions were obtained from field offices around the state.
Each decision was reviewed for adequacy in factfinding and was scored using
the Quality Performance Index (QPI). The QPI method is used nationally to
evaluate the quality of nonmonetary decisions. Tne reviewers detailaed
specific facts which were necessary to the decision out wnich were not
obtained. Each decision was reviewed completely before considering the
appeals decision or the factfinding done by the referee.
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The study also collected data on other factors pertaining to the adjudication
of tne work separation. We tracked the number of attempts made either by
telephone or in person to optain information, whether a timely employer notice
was received, and whether the adjudicator had made a specific credidility or
suitability ruling. We looked to see whether new information had been
provided on the appeal and whether that information had been considered by the
field office.

The referee decision was then reviewed and data was gatnered on the hearing.
We noted whether the same people who were interviewed by the adjudicator also
gave testimony at the hearing. If parties were represented at the hearing, we
tracked whether the representative was contacted py the adjudicator. In
addition, tne appeals decision was monitored to determine if the referee made
specific findings regarding credidility or suitapility. The amount of any
overpayment or underpayment resulting from the reversal was also documented.

The decisions were each assigned a primary reason for the reversal. In
assigning these reversal codes, we attempted to look for the central reason
for the reversal. For example, if no new information was raised at the
hearing and tne referee simply disagreed with the adjudicator's conclusion,
then it would not be material that the employer did not attend the hearing.
In this case, the primary reason for the reversal would be the difference of
opinion between the referee and adjudicator. Conversely, the employer's lack
of attendance would be considered the primary reason for the reversal if the
claimant's non-disqualifying statements could not be rebutted in the hearing
as tney were to the adjudicator. (Attachment 1 is a listing of the reversal
reasons and the frequency of eacn in the sample cases).

This information was entered into a database designed for the study. The.
computer was used to combine the data in various ways so that we could
determine if particular factors wera more likely to cause a reversal than
others.

I1. Findings

The study was approached from the standpoint of learning about appeals
reversals and their causes, and of formulating strategies to reduce
mispayments caused Dy reversals. To do this, we analyzed the reasons the
sample decisions were reversed. The reasons were categorized into those in
which action taken by tne Agency prior to hearing would have prevented tne
reversal (“controllanle reversals"), and those in which it would not
("uncontrollable reversals").

Uncontrol labla reversals were those in which a party to the hearing failed to
attend, when entirely new information was orought out at the hearing, or when
differences of opinion existed petween the referee and the adjudicator
regarding credipility, suitability, or the conclusion and reasoning behind the
decision. "~ Also included as an uncontrollable reversal was whetner the referee.
misapplied Oregon law or policy when rendering the appeals decision.

Controllable reversals included cases in which the adjudicator's factfinding
was inadequate and the referee found the facts necessary to make a correct
decision, when the facts did not support the conclusion reached by the
adjudicator, when suitability was raised during the investigation but was not
considered by the adjudicator, or when the adjudicator failed to consider new
information shown on the appeal request and the referee reversed basad on tnat
new information.
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There were 155 cases (37.5% of the sample) in which the reversal could have
been prevented, or controlled, by Agency action taken prior to the hearing.
This equates to 855 of the separation and job refusal decisions wnich are
raversed statewide each year. While this doesn't sound like a large enough
number to be concerned about, the mispayment amount associated with these
reversed decisions is sizable. 3y eliminating the errors causing these
reversals, the Agency could prevent an annual loss of $127,485 to tne
Unemployment Insurance trust fund. In addition, benefit payments of over
$400,000 are initially delayed each year due to preventable reversals of
separation and job refusal decisions. (See Attachment 2 for calculations).

There were 3 primary causes of the controllable reversals. Tnese are

1) inadequate factfinding or a conclusion not supported by the facts which
leads directly to the reversal; 2) a tendency to issue disqualifying
decisions; and 3) a tendency to ignore pertinent information provided at tne
gige_$f the appeal. The following sections will address these errors in
etail.

A. Inadequate Factfinding/Incorrect Conclusion . -

The 1991 Federal Quality Appraisal (QA) of nonmonetary decisions indicated
there were problems with the quality of Oregon's separation decisions. QA
detarmined tnat only 58.5% of the separation decisions reviewed were
acceptanle. Tne Department of Labor sets out a Desired Level of Achievement
for acceptable separation decisions of 75%. A QPI score of at least 3i is
required for a decision to oe acceptadle, :

The quality of the reversed decisions examined for this study significantly
fell below even the percentage established in the 1991 QA. Only 38.7% of the
sample decisions met tne minimum standard for acceptability. Wnen only the
controlladle reversals are considered, the acceptability rate declines even
more dramatically. Only 7.1% of the controllable reversals, 11 out of 155,
had a passing QPI score.

This could be. attributed to poor decisions being appealed more frequently than
good decisions. Parties may be more inclined to appeal if they were not given
an adaquate opportunity to present information during the investigation.
However, when considering the decisions in the sample which were affirmed on
appeal, tne same lack of quality did not present itself. Over 70% of tne
affirmed decisions were acceptably investigated and written. Statewide, only
34.2% of tne separation and job refusal decisions which are appealed are
eventually reversed. far more (65.8%) of the appealed decisions are

affirmed. Given this, the overall quality of tne decisions seems to have far
less pearing on the appeal rate than on the reversal rate.

As previously stated, many of the decisions in_this study were not thoroughly
investigated by the adjudicator. Some of these decisions were reversed
because the factfinding conducted by the referee in the nearing elicited the
information which the adjudicator failed to obtain. In these 90 cases (21.8%
of all reversals), the referee used that specific new information to reverse
the original decision.

1t should be noted that cases in which the adjudicator documented reasonable,
but unsuccessful, attempts to obtain information are not included nere. The
referee may have reversed tnese decisions basad on new information obtained in
the hearings, out the reversals were not attributanle to Agency error.
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There were patterns of errors common to many of the unacceptable reversed
decisions. Notable was a failure to ootain complete employer information
regarding the separation. Employer statements were often taken at face

value. Direct questioning aoout the circumstances leading up to tne discharge
was absent. Information regarding warnings or the claimant's past history was
not documented.

In addition, employer statements were often given more credibility ~than
claimant statements. Adjudicators accepted as fact the employer's version of
the work separation. This problem was often seen by the failure to offer the
claimant reputtal on even the minimal employer information which was
obtained. The adjudicator failed to-offer the c¢laimant reouttal when needed
in almost half (27 of 80 decisions) of the controllable discharge reversals.

Discnarge decisions were especially prone to naving both of these errors.
Twenty per cent of all controllable reversals and 36% of the controllable
discharge reversals exhibited this pattern. In contrast, only 5% of the
affirmed decisions analyzed for the study failed due to this particular
compination of errors.

Another pattern seen in the unacceptab]e reversals was an overall nigher error
rate in the voluntary quit and job refusal decisions than in the discharge
decisions. This can be attributed to the need to examine suitability of the -
work left or refused in addition to other good cause factors. Determining
suitability remains difficult for many adjudicators yet it is vital.
Suitability of the work was considered by tne referee in nearly 25% of all
reversed decisions in the sample. The referee's ruling on suitability

directly caused over one third of those reversals.

Tnere were a number of cases in which the adjudicator failed to corractly
estaplish tne claimant's labor market or the prevailing wage for a job in
order to determine if a job was suitable for the claimant. In many of the
reversed decisions where suitability had not been addressed correctly, the
problem appeared to be one of documentation. The adjudicator would cite a
prevailing wage or a labor market area without listing a source for the
information. There were a number of cases, however, in which a source was
cited but the source was not adequate to estanlish suitability. Examples of
this would be another adjudicator (rather than the bus company) who provided
information on bus schedules; or Employment Sarvice job orders used to
establish the prevailing wage, yet the joo orders were not for the type of
work at issue.

More disturbing were tne cases in which the claimant raised the issue of
suitability to tne adjudicator but it was not investigated at all. Numerous
voluntary quit and joo refusal decisions were reversed because the referae
ruled that the work left or refused was not suitable for the claimant and the
adjudicator had never considered the issue. This specific error was found in
18.1% of the controllable voluntary quit reversals and 17.4% of the
controllable joo refusal reversals.

Finally, we identified a number of reversals due, not to inadequate
factfinding, but to incorrect conclusions not supported by tnhe facts.

Included are cases in wnich the adjudicator failed to rule in accordance witn
established policies or directives. Among these are policies on the refusal
of temporary work, the acceptance of a claimant's uncontroverted statement on
his or her medical status, and the Agency's policy on the adjudication of drug
testing cases.

ondpn

~
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Other controllable reversals fell into this category not so much because "the
rules" were not followed but pecause important information gleaned during the
investigation was ignored.

Jdischarge decisions failed from a tendency for adjudicators to focus entirely
on the final incident causing the separation. We examined a number of
disqualifying decisions in wnicn the final incident was isolated in nature or
clearly was not willful. -

Leaving work due to illness or injury was an issue which also caused problems
for adjudicators. The difficulty arose because there can be an implied job
offer when the medical problem ceases to exist. Tnis error appeared both in
job refusal and voluntary leaving decisions as adjudicators wrestled with
determining the date and the character of the work separation. A number of
decisions were reversed bacause the adjudicator ruled, without verification,
that a leave was followed by a job offer. There were also cases in which the
adjudicator ignored the fact that a (non-disqualifying) separation had
occurred because a medical lesave of absence exceeded 31 days. Decisions were
reversed as referees corrected these errors. .

8. Tendency to issue disqualifying decisions

This study was begun with no preconceived ideas about the results. The
magni tude of the overpayments being set up by BPC did lead us, however, to
anticipate that too many adjudicators were allowing benefits too generously.

What we determined was just the opposite. As a state, 66.1% of all separation
decisions written allow benefits. The reversed decisions, on the other hand,
initially allowed benefits only 32.7% of the time. As a result, over $900,000
is underpaid annually when disqualifying separation and job refusal decisions
are reversed to pay. Even if just the underpayment due to controllable
reversals is considered, tnis figure is only reduced to $400,551 per year.

There was a real sense that adjudicators were punitive in their judgements of
many claimants. Otherwise, the balance between allowing and disqualifying
reversed decisions would more closely approach tnat of all decisions issued
statewide.

This tendency to deny benefits would not be a problem if these decisions were
correctly written. Unfortunately, the quality of these disqualifying
decisions mirrored that of the reversed decisions in general. Only.34.2% (95
decisions) of the reversed disqualifying decisions examined for the study were
acceptanie. (See Attachment 3) The reversals were considered to be
controllable by the Agency in 85 of tnese cases.

The sample of affirmed decisions was also weighted toward disqualifying
decisions as only 33.7% of these initially allowed benefits. The real
difference lay in the quality. Seventy-two percent of the affirmed
disqualifying decisions were acceptable. In other words, even though benefits
wera not allowed, the disqualification was based on thorough factfinding and
the conclusion reached was appropriate.
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As explained previously, there was a widespread failure to give claimants tne
opportunity to rebut employer statements. In addition, many adjudicators
erred because they accepted employer information without questioning it.

Tnere was a disturbing rumber of cases in which the claimant consistently
denied the behavior alleged to have caused the work separation, yet the
employer's statement was given full weight without the adjudicator having made
any ruling on credibility.

When the claimant and employer do not agree as to the facts of a case, an
adjudicator is required to decide between them based on their demeanor,
consistency, logic, or otner factors. The credibility ruling needs to explain
why the adjudicator is choosing one party's statement over the otner.

In order to rule on credibility, the adjudicator must give each party an
opportunity to rebut the potentially damaging information provided by tne
other. Adjudicators asked specific, directed questions too few times.
Often, both the claimant and employer were intarviewed, but not asked about
the same points. Writing a credibility statement witnout questioning both
parties does not make sense, put there were numerous cases in the study in
which this occurred.

Disqualifying decisions, when they ara incorrectly written, do a disservice to
all the parties involved. It could be said that the appeals process is the
proper mechanism to resolve disputed claims. Tnis should, and always will be
the case. Too often in this study, the hearing was the means to correct
errors made on the original decision. There are at least two arguments
against viewing the hearings process tnis way.

Tne first is the waste of administrative dollars. Each hearing costs the
Agency money for the referee's salary as well as for administrative support.
In addition, processing retroactive benefit payments takes time in the field
office as well as in several Central Office sections.

garlier in this report, the relationship between reversal rates, appeal rates,
and the quality of decisions was examined. There needs to be a
differentiation between decisions which are appealed because the parties do
not agree with the conclusion, and those which are appealed because the
parties had no chance to present their side of the issue to the adjudicator.

It could be argued that due to budgetary shortfalls, there is not enough staf f
to adequately investigate every decision. There were many cases examined in
this study in which the adjudicator reached all parties during tne
investigation but allowed tnem to “ramole”. As a result, poor factfinding led
to the wrong decision. The irony is that it would not have taken any more
time to write a good decision tnan a bad one. Adjudicators need to use their
time to ask questions which will elicit the most complete statements possible.

Tne other argument is tnat writing poor decisions is poor customer service.
It is also failing to accord the parties due process. Both claimants and
employers ara our customers. While it may be easier to reach some empioyers
by telephone than some claimants, that does not relieve an adjudicator of tne
need to give claimants the same opportunity to present information.
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In many of the reversed disqualifying decisions, the claimant's writtan
statement provided at tne time of tne Initial or Additional Claim filing was
nis or ner only statement. No further attempts were made to contact the
claimant eiTher by telephone or mail. Claimants do not necessarily Know what
information will be 1ﬂportant to the adjudicator. Some have difficulty
communicating in writing. Some may not know taey won't nave a chance to talk -
to tne adjudicator before a decision is made. All of thesa factors put the
claimant at a disadvantage in the decision-making process uniess the
adjudicator actively directs tne factfinding. .

Anotner reason to be aware of issuing incorrect disqualifying decisions, is

the impact this nas on Oregon's Timely First Payment rate. Even though the

state as a whole meets the federal OLA in this area, individual offices have
prodolems from time to time. CEacn time the claimant's first payment is made

retroactively, we create a situation in which Agency has less of a margin "in
which to issue truly uncontrollable late first payments.

C. Tendency to ignore pertinent information provided at the time of the
appeal.

Tnis study looked at the frequency with which parties provided new information
at the time of the appeal. We wanted to detarmine if this new information was
being considered by adjudicators and how often it was material to the
reversal. For the purposes of tais study, any information not documented
during the adjudicator’'s original factfinding was considered to be new.

New pertinent information was present on a significant number of the appeal
requests. Seventy-eight of tne appellants on the reversed cases (18.9%) and
2] appellants on the affirmed cases (11.8%) provided new information on the
appeal. The new information was considered in only 5 of those cases. The
other 94 decisions were not reconsidered and there was no indication that tne
appellant's statement on tne appeal nad been read.

Tne five decisions wnich were reconsidered were later reversed by the

referee. Tne reasons tney were reversed were unrelatad to the new information
provided on the appeal request. The information had prompted a review but not
a change of the decision at tne field office level.

Tnere were 7 reversed decisions in the sample in which new information was not
considered by the adjudicator and the referee went on to reverse tne decision
based on the specific facts cited by the appellant. Had the adjudicator
reviewed tne appeal request in light of tne original decision, a hearing might
have peen prevented and the total mispayment on those claims been reduced.

Especially disturping were notes on some decisions that no action would be
taken regarding the new information because the mattar would be covered in the
hearing. The attitude that tne haaring is a means to correct lapses in the
original factfinding is a wrong one. Reviewing new information for its
relevance to a decision is expected of adjudicators now. It is also a way to
obtain information from parties who could not be reached during the original
factfinding.
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This study indicates that only 1.7% of the separation decisions (39 decisions)
reversed annually by referaes would be changed if field offices reviewed and
acted upon the new information provided on appeal requests. Though few
decisions would be changed, improved customer service would result. A form
letter could be developed which acknowledges the information and tells the
appellant that their request for a hearing had been processed.

The administrative decision documents must be copied when processing an appeal
request. A review for new information could pe done most easily at that

time. Many requests have no information on them and no extra time would be
required. On the balance of the decisions, the adjudicator will often recall
enough of the factfinding that the review would take very little time. Only
when the appellant provides truly new information, would tnis praocess require
much time. And, as stated oefore, considering new information is part of an
adjudicator's job.

III. Other observations

While we did not approach the study with preconceived ideas about the results,
we did get many opinions from the field about what we would find. The
following sections will debunk a few of these ideas.

A. Decisions are reversed because people do not show up for their hearings.

We determined that.the non-appealing party did not attend the hearing a
substantial percentage of the time. [When the appellant does not appear, the
hearing is dismissed.] This occurred in 195 cases, or 47.2% of the reversed
decisions in the sample. Had this failure to appear caused the reversal in
each of these cases, it would have been far and away the most significant
reason for reversal documented in this study. As it turns out, the failure to
appear was the primary reason for the reversal in only 98 of those cases.
Considering that 90 decisions were reversed because of poor adjudicator
factfinding and 65 decisions were reversed for other controlladle reasons,
failing to attend hearings loses significance in the overall reversal rate for
the state.

B. Oecisions are reversed bécause referess make mistakes.

Few decisions fell into this category. Only 10 decisions (2.4% of tha
reversed decisions in the sample) were reversed primarily due to a referee
error. There was no discernable pattern to these errors except that 2 of the
cases exhibited problems when determining the date and character of the
separation following a medical leave of absence. This was a difficult area
for many adjudicators as well.

C. Decisions are reversed because parties are represented at hearings.

There were 127 reversed decisions examined during this study in which either
the claimant, the employer, or both were represented at the hearing. The same
representative had been interviewed as part of the original factfinding in 98
of tnose cases. Although difficult to determine, the representation may have
contributed to the reversal in 45 cases. These cases were those in which a
party was represented and the reversals occurred due to differences of opinion
on credibility, suitability, or the conclusion; and due to new information
being presented at tne hearing.
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[t is difficult to calculate tne bearing representation has on a hearing. The
representative may be more knowledgeable of, and less intimidated by, the
hearings process. Representation can be an indicator that the party is better
prepared to present evidence. This study could not determine how many of
these 45 reversals were actually due to the representation as doing so .would
have required reviewing transcripts from each of the hearings to learn who
provided what information. If each of the 45 decisions had been reversed
because of the effect of tne representation, this would account for 10.9% of
the reversed decisions in the sample.
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Representatives will sometiumas bring witnesses to the hearing. The witnesses
may present testimony which was unavailaole to the adjudicator. This new
information can lead to a raversal of the original decision in some cases.

Witnesses testified in 124 of the hearings which eventually reversed
decisions. At least one of tne parties was represented in 70 of those cases.
When only those cases with representation and in which the witness' testimony
had a possibie effect on tne reversal are considered, the number drops to 14
cases, or only 3.4% of the sample.

0. Decisions are reversed because referees use a different standard of
evidence.

Oregon Administrative Rules 471-30-039 and 471-40-030 outline the standards of
evidence which can be used by referees and adjudicators when finding facts.
Referees are more limited in this than adjudicators. Referees must find facts
based on relijaole, probative, and substantial evidence. Adjudicators make
decisions dased only on reliable information.

Prior to this study, it was thought that tnese different standards would
prevent any real comparison between the decisions reached by refarees and
adjudicators on tne same issues. There were 67 reversed decisions (16.2% of
the cases) in which the referee and the adjudicator reached different
conclusions from essentially the same facts. In each of these cases tne
adjudicator's original factfinding and decision were adequata. Therefore, the
reversals could be due to the different standards of evidence. It is also
possible that the varying outcomes are due to nothing more tnan different
interpretations of the facts. For example, was the discharge due to
misconduct or just an isolated instance of poor judgement?

These 67 cases must pe contrasted with 119 other decisions reversed because -
the adjudicator either reached an incorrect conclusion or conducted inadequate
factfinding. In these cases, the revarsal was not due to the referee applying

a different standard but ratner correcting faults in tnhe original decision.

E. Decisions are reversed because people change -their stories in the
nearing.

These cases are included in the 83 decisions reversed due to new information
being presented in the nearing wnen no adjudicator error nad occurred in the
original factfinding. When analyzing this reason for reversals, the study did
not differentiate between decisions in which the adjudicator attempted but was
unable to reach parties and tnose in which one of the parties presented an
entirely different view of the separation than they had during the original
factfinding.
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If each of the 63 decisions in this category had been reversed due to a party
changing their story, it would account for 15.3% of tne reversals. More
often, (i.e., 9 reversed cases) when a reversal resulted from new information
it was due to a failure to conduct a thorough investigation during tne
original factfinding.

IV. Recommendations

Most controllable raversals in the study were caused by errors occurring whan
nonmonetary issues were poorly investigated or because the conclusion reached
by the adjudicator was not supportad by the facts. This corroborates botn
federal Quality Appraisal results and anecdotal information from tne Hearings
Section regarding the quality of nonmonetary decisions being seen on appeal.

Training, or training combined with an on-going review of nonmonetary
decisions, seems to be the answer. Due to a variety of factors, notable peing
the administrative cost, review of nonmonetary decisions has been spotty over
the past few years. The downward trend in Oregon's monmonetary quality is
indicative of this.

An automated sampling program with report capability will go far in assuring
that such a continual review will occur. This new program has been suggested
to tne SESA'S administrative team and received a favorable response. The
following paragraphs oriefly outline the procedure which will be used.

Supervisory staff in the field offices will review nonmonetary decisions
randomly selected by the mainframe computer. A subsample of these will also
be reviewed by U.I. Program Technicians for validation purposes.

The results of the reviews will be shared with adjudicators throughout tne
state and will include detailed analysis of any errors found as well as
examples of axemplary decisions. This evaluation will also comprise the
federal Quality Appraisal for the following year.

Patterns of errors occurring with a particular adjudicator, in an office, or
in a region will become apparent and training tailored to address these errors
will be given. In time, both instate nonmonetary performance reviews and the
federal Quality Appraisal results should show improvement in the quality of
Oregon's nonmonetary determinations.

It is not possible to model cost/bDenefit ratios for system controls which are
designed to improve the quality of nonmonetary decisions. The difficulty lies
in predicting to what degree training will improve performance as individual
adjudicators benefit differently from training. Modeling the reducad
mispayments and resulting trust fund savings cannot be done with accuracy.

Finally, this study determined there are far more appeals reversals wnich set
up underpayments tnan overpayments. A great many of these result from
improperly written decisions. Correcting the underlying errors in these
disqualifying decisions does not result in trust fund savings. It does mean,
however, that eligible claimants are paid benefits promptly when due.




Attachment 1

REVERSED/AFFIRMED DECISION REASONS

Reversed
Decisions

Uncontrollable Reversals

7'

Claimant did not attend tne hearing
Employer did not attend the hearing
Credibility--Difference of opinion
Suitapility--Difference of\opinion

Conclusion and reasons--Difference
of opinion

New information brought out at the
hearing--No adjudicator error

Refaree in error

Controllable Reversals

8.

9.

10.

11,

12.

‘3.

14,

15.

16.

Poor factfinding by adjudicator--Referee
found the facts

Facts did not support the conclusion
reacned by the adjudicator

Suitability raised during investigation
but not considered by adjudicator

Adjudicator incorrectly identified the
issue (i.e., wrote a job refusal decision
when no bona fide job offer was made)

Adjudicator failed to reconsider based
on new information raised )n appeal--Referee
reversed based on this new information

Employer did not attend the hearing due to
failure by the Agency to give proper notice

Affirmed
Decisions

Referee found same facts and reached same
conclusion

Referee found different facts out reached
same conclusion

Referee used different reasoning but
reached same conclusion

Total % of
Cases Reversals
67 16.20%
31 7.50
15 3.70
5 1.20
o7 16.20
63 15.30
10 2.40
90 21.80
29 7.00
25 6.00
2 .05
7 1.70
2 .05
q3 TC0.00%
Total % of
Cases Affirms
147 82.60%
24 13.50
7 3.90
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Attachment 2

CONTROLLABLE REVERSALS
DATA CALCULATIONS

Sample
413 reversals

155 controllable by Agency--37.5% (155 3 413 = .375) : -
258 uncontrollable by Agency--62.5% (28 : 413 = .625)

155 controllable reversals
28 cases with overpayments caused by reversal--18.1% (.181)
$28,787.00 total controllable overpayment
$ 1028.11--average overpayment per case
95 cases with underpayments caused by reversal--61.3% (.613)
$72,621.00 total controllable underpayment
- § - 764.43--average underpayment per case
32 cases had no mispayment causad by reversal (i.e., weeks affected by the
reversal were disqualified by another issue) '
Statewide
2279 appeals reversals of seaparation and job refusal decisions per year*
855 controllable reversals (.375 x 2279 = 855)
155 with overpayments caused by reversal (.181 x 855 = 155)
$159,357 overpaid annually (155 x 1028.11 = 159,357)
$127,485 net trust fund loss due to 20% recovery rate** (159,357 x .8)
524 with underpayments caused by reversal (.613 x 855 = 524)
$400,561 underpaid annually (524 x 764.43 = 400,561)
*  Extrapolated from the 1990 MA5-130 reports
** Qverpayments caused by appeals reversals are set up under ORS 657.315

The recovery rate for overpayments set up under this statute is. 20%
due to the limited collection activity methods allowed by this law.




ALLOW/DISQUALIFY PERCENTAGES

Statewide

Allow--65.1%
Disqualify--33.9%

413 Reversed Decisions

135 Allow--32.7% (13 : 413 = ,317)
278 Disqualify--67.3% (278 + 413 = .673)

135 Allow
35 Acceptable QPI*--48.1% (65 + 135 = .481).
70 Unacceptable QPI*--51.9% (70 = 135 = ,519)

278 Disqualify

95 Acceptable QPI*--34.2% (95 : 278 = .342)
183 Unacceptable QPI*--65.8% (183 = 278 = .658)

178 Affirmed Decisions

60 Allow--33.7% (60 + 178 = .337)
118 Disqualify--56.3% (118 = 178 = .6563)

60 Allow
44 Acceptable QPI*--73.3% (44 = 80 = ,733)
16 Unacceptable QPI*--26.7% (16 = 60 = ,267)

118 Disqualify
85 Acceptable QPI*--72.0% (85 = 118 = .720)
33 Unacceptable QPI*--28.0% (33 = 118 = ,230)

Attachment 3

* A QPI score of at least 81 is required for a decision to be acceptable.
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BACKGROUND

Prior to 1984 all claim information was hand documented on each claim ledger
in the field offices. This information included whether payment was made,
waiting week credited or disqualification weeks assigned. Earnings reported
by the claimant were also documented on the ledger. Additionally, the
continued claim form required entry of the name and address of the employer..
for whom the claimant worked. Y

As a result of these procedures, it was possible for the field office to
readily detect earnings during a continued claims series and to readily
identify the claimant's employer. The field office was then responsible for
sending a Request for Verification of Employment (Form 354) .to the employer.
This form asked the employer to provide dates of work and gross wages for a
one or two week period. It also asked if the claimant was available for all
wgrk o:fered and whether he/she was terminated for any. reason other than lack
of work.

In 1983 and 1984 a series of changes evolved which eventually obsoleted these
policies and procedures.

In 1983 UI Revision resulted in a more complete claim record accessible by the
computer terminal and correspondingly less information on the paper ledger.

It was no longer necessary to hand document weeks paid or earnings reported
since this information could be viewed on the computer.

In July 1984 the agency implemented an optical scanner, at which point the
continued claims process completely by-passed the field office. Field
personnel no longer processed claim certifications or matched them to an
individual claim file at any point. JIn addition, the continued claim form was
revised and simplified, and identification of employers for whom the claimant
worked while claiming benefits was no longer required. :

CURRENT PROCEDURES

The Request for Verification (Form 354) still exists, but the only guidelines
remaining for its use are “at the discretion of the field office.* In
practice the field offices rarely use the form since there is no Tonger any
reasonable means for the field office to routinely determine when claimants
are reporting earnings or for whom they are working.

Thus, over the last four years, methods used in the field offices to detect
issues surfacing as a result of reported earnings during a claim series have
been, in essence, virtually eliminated. The Quality Improvement Project
regularly monitors and codes causes of overpayments and detection methods. In
1990 QIP estimates that only 121 cases totalling $12,765 of overpayments were
detected by using the Request for Verification Form 354.




The remaining detection method is the crossmatch system. Using this system
wages reported quarterly by employers are computer matched against earnings
reported by claimants in the same quarter. Through the first quarter of 1991
the criteria for selection by the match is that the earnings for the guarter
were at least $500, and the weeks claimed plus the weeks of work reported by
the employer totalled at least 14. In addition, five weeks of unemployment
benefits were required to have been paid to the individual in the quarter.

)
The new crossmatch system began-in May 1991. It utilizes a Pindex System.
There is no data on whether it will detect more or less overpayment. The most
attractive feature of this system is the flexibility for staffing purposes.

There is no question that the crossmatch system detects payment errors. In
1990 QIP estimates that crossmatch alone detected $1,699,463 in overpayments
due to misreported and unreported earnings errors.

Either crossmatch system is limited by the selection criteria. There is not a
100% *hit" rate. Because crossmatch is a comparison of what claimants report
and what is reported by employers, the detection of issues is often very

late. Although claimants report earnings within a two week period of when the
work was done, employers report the weeks of work and earnings several months
later. Thus, if earnings are misreported, benefits may be mispaid for up to
32 weeks. This obviously causes the dollar amount of some of these
overpayments to run into the thousands of dollars before they are detected.

-The recovery rate of these large overpayments is bleak. After a three year

period has elapsed, QIP statistics indicate recovery of earnings violation
overpayments greater than $1000 is 61.8%.

-




QUALITY CONTROL DATA

QC error estimates indicate a large rise in earnings errors from 13988 to
1989. Tne error estimates increased from §1,220,577 to $4,854,052. A large
percentage of tnis rise was in tne Benefit Year Larnings area.

Below is a chart showing the Quality Control data for Benefit Year, Earnlngs
errors for the years 1387, 1988, 1989 and 1990.

QC estimate . 1987 1988 1989 1390
Unreported & misreported errors $2,955,381 $1,220,577 54,854,052 §4,925,528

Unreported errors * $1,324,839  $457,716 $2,375,214  $2,042,292

‘Misreported errors * $1,630,542 $762,861 - $2,478,8338- §2,833,236

QIP reviewed the Benefit Year Earnings errors during 1388 and 1989 to
understand the errors. It was hoped that through tnis understanding it would
be possible to determine what caused the increase in errors.

* It is important to note that'unreported errors include only unreported or
concealed earnings or days/hours of work by QC definition.

What I have called "misreported earnings" may include the following:

110 = Eamings or days/hours of work incorractly
estimated/reportad/recorded or deducted.

120 = Errors in reporting or unreported Severance Pay.

10 = Errors in reporting or unreported Vacation Pay.

140 = Errors in reporting or unreported Social Security or
‘ Pension 3enefits _

150 Other causes related to reporting or record1ng of

earnings or days/hours of work for Key Week.




ANALYSIS OF QUALITY CONTROL DATA

Four hundred cases were selected for Quality Control review in 1989. Within
this sample, 28 cases were found to be overpaid due to benefit year earnings
errors. This is an increase in the number of cases over 1988 data, when there
were 19 benefit year earnings errors in the 410 Quality Control cases. The
§ve§ggg dollar amount of each error also increased, from $22 in 1988 to $49.60
m . v

QIP has analyzed the 1989 Quality Control payment errors to determine the
reason for the increase and whether patterns exist.

Twenty errors were due to claimants underreporting their earnings. Claimants
who did not report their earnings accounted for five errors. The remaining
three errors were the result of unreported holiday pay, a.fisherman doing gear
work, and one scanner unit miskey.

0f the 28 overpayment errors, 24 occurred during the continued claim series.
Three errors occurred during the week a claim was reopened following a period
of work. One error occurred when the IC week, which had been allowed as the
waiting week, was found to be excess earnings instead of partial earnings.

By the very mature of Quality Control the data is more reliable in accurately
estimating misreported earnings than unreported earnings. The figures for
unreported earnings are undoubtedly low. This is because it is not possible
for the Quality Control investigator to always determine whether there are
concealed earnings. The only times they are discovered is if 1) the claimant
either intentionally or accidently "volunteers* the information or 2) the
claimant is working for one of the people contacted in the Quality Control
investigation (base year employer, work search contact, most recent employer).

For the same reasons that. make it difficult for Quality Control to detect
. unreported earnings, it is difficult for the Employment Division to detect

them through claims procedures. One very effective method is through a post
audit feature, the Benefit Payment Control crossmatch.

BENEFIT PAYMENT CONTROL DATA
Another piece of the puzzle is added when BPC data is considered.
In 1989 overpayments were set up in the Benefit Year Earnings area totalling
$1,978,971. This has been broken down into the categories of misreported and

unreported earnings as follows.

Unreported earnings = $1,154,819
Misreported earning = § 824,152

-4-




However, to differentiate between the amounts of overpayment by unreported and
misreported earnings using BPC data, one must use qualifiers. The total set
up of $1,978,971 is an accurate figure. The breakout of unreported and
misreported earnings figures are not accurate. When an overpayment is coded
and a distinction made between the error factor of misreported vs unreported
earnings, an overpayment is coded as a misreported earnings overpayment if one
week or more of the overpayment had earnings reported by the claimant. Thus,
if 13 weeks were overpaid due to earnings violation and 12 of the weeks had no
reported earnings and one had underreported earnings, all 13 of the weeks
would be coded as misreported earnings. The conclusion to be drawn from this
is that the unreported earnings figure is somewhat understated and the
wisrepo;ted earnings figure is overstated...although it is impossibie to know
ow much.

In addition to the crossmatch, the Employment Division also has plans to
institute a method that will detect unreported earnings in certain
Ccircumstances. There will be an automatic earnings indicator placed in the
system when a claimant files an initial claim or an additional claim and Tists
a date during the IC/AC week as his/her last date of work. This will put a '
flag on the system to generate a message to the claimant if earnings are not
repogted during the week. This system control will not affect misreported
earnings.

Due to the difficult nature of detecting unreported earnings, the new system
control being instituted and the high success of crossmatch in detecting
unreported earnings, QIP determined to study only misreported earnings in the
1990-1991 year.

THE STUDY
Sample

There were two ways this study could have been approached. 1) A sample could
have been pulled from claimants currently reporting, or 2) a sample could have
been pulled from an earlier period of claims filed.

The design of this study was affected by the implementation of the Partial to
no earnings study. The partial to no earnings implementation selects
individuals who have reported a week of partial earnings followed by a week in
which no earnings are reported. From the study data in 1987 which caused the
test implementation, QIP estimates that 20.326 percent of all partial earnings
weeks are followed by a week with no reported earnings.

It was determined that to utilize a current sample of weeks with partial
earnings reported would intersect significantly with cases which would be
selected also on the Partial to no earnings test implementation. This would
have caused many problems. We would have been requesting information from

over 20 percent of the selected claimants twice. It would have been-difficult
~ to set the procedures up such that the information received from the Partial
to no earnings implementation would have been readily available for the
Benefit Year Earnings study. In addition, there would have been a regquired
delay to determine whether the partial earnings week was followed by a no
earnings week, Then if it was not, staff would have requested the information
from the claimants for the Benefit year earnings study.




The exceptions which have been screened out from the Partial to no earnings
jmplementation would have created additional confusion for the QIP staff.
Weeks occurring at the Initial Claim/Additional Claim processes, weeks with
earnings utilizing the Partial Earnings Form 192 and Pacific Maritime
Association are screened out. Also screened out of the Partial to no earnings
implementation are individuals who are working for employers part-time one
week on, one week off. This would have made it virtually impossible to
determine for certain whether an individual had already been contacted.

These exceptions would have played havoc with determining the sample.

A second problem dealt with the employer verification process. We are
verifying approximately 10% of the “lack of work" responses on the Partial to
no earnings procedure. This process does not verify earnings during the
partial earnings week. It verifies the reason for separation and available
status. Thus, we would be sending two inquiries to many of the same employers
for different information. This is not good public relations.

To exclude all partial to no earnings cases from the Benefit Year Earnings
Study, however, assumes that these cases would have an equivalent rate of
mispayment. QIP was uncomfortable with this assumption.

Thus, it was established that at this point in time the only effective sample
to use was from an earlier period of time. It was determined to use the QC
c??es in 1990 as a sample and to attempt to verify the earnings reported on

all weeks. ’

Methodology

Printouts were made on all 1990 Quality Control cases. Al1l weeks on the 400
claims were used. There were 400 Quality Control claims during 1990. We
reviewed the weeks claimed on these 400 claims plus all weeks these
individuals claimed in 1990 on earlier or subsequent claims as well. Cases
were divided into two groups by whether any .1990 weeks had earnings.
Verification was attempted on all weeks with earnings.

The first step required that the employer be identified. This was done
through several methods. If the weeks were within a quarter which had been
 selected for crossmatch, the crossmatch records were used if still available.
Tax records from employers were used.

Claim records were used to attempt to determine who the claimant worked for.
The weekly certifications were pulled to determine whether the claimant had
listed his/her employer for the week. '

Once this information was secured, a form was ‘sent to the employer requesting'
the earnings for the specific weeks that the claimant had reported earnings.
If this form was not returned by the employer, a second request was sent.

Attempts were made to reconcile differences between what claimants reported
and what was reported by employers until a “correct earnings" figure was
reached.




There were problems which prevented 100% verification. The major problem was
that many of the crossmatch records which were cleared by investigators during
the first two quarters of 1990 were no longer retained. QIP did not recontact
employers who had already provided the information the first time.

A further problem was that employers did not respond to the requests for
information in some cases.

-

F INDINGS

A1l Weeks of Earnings

There were 6580 compensated weeks (either pa1d or given waiting week credit)
during 1990 in the sample.

823 of the weeks had reported earnings. Thus, 12.5% of the weeks had
earnings. We attempted to verify the reported earnings on these weeks. We
were able to verify 425 weeks of earnings. The largest number of those we
were unable to verify was because crossmatch data is no longer available on
the early quarters of 1990. There were an additional number of claims on
which it was impossible to determine who the claimant worked for during the
week through the employee reports or additional claim information.

As our report form does not request the claimant to provide the name and
address of his/her employer during a week worked, this information was not
available to us.

There were 398 weeks with reported earnings that we were unable to verify.

Of the 425 weeks we were able to verify, 243 had correct earnings. 185 had
incorrect earnings which caused mispayment. 144 were overpaid a total of
$5612, 41 were underpaid $795, for a net overpayment of $4816.

We pursued three areas independently, seeking an area which could be targeted
as having high likelihood for averpayments.

The three areas chosen were
1) Earnings at the IC week
2) Earnings at the AC week
3) The first week of reported earnings directly following
a week in which no earnings are reported.

We speculated that these are high areas of overpayment based on our knowledge
that claimants often mistakenly report earnings when paid rather than when
earned. Thus, we expected there may be a higher percentage of
overpayment/mispayment at these points.




garnings at the Initial Claims Week

There were 284 initial claims filed during 1390 in the 1390 QC cases. On 137
of these claims, tne initial claim week nad been claimed. A full 32% of these
had earnings, or 44 cases. Comparing this figure to the percentage of weeks
in the total sample that nad earnings, 12.5%, this is a significantly higher
figure.

We were able to verify the earnings on 31 of tne 44 weeks. Although in 20
weeks the claimants had erred in reporting the earnings, in each case the
correct 2arnings were less than the WBA, so the effect was moot. Tnere was
not a single case where an overpayment was caused at the initial claim by
misreported earnings. :

tarnings at the Additional Claims Week

450 additional claims were filed in 1390 on tne Quality Control cases. There .
were 377 weeks claimed at these additional claims. Earnings were reported 111
times during these 37/ weeks. Thus, 29.4% of the weeks nad earnings. . This
again is a very high percentage compared to tne 12.5% of weeks with earnings

in the sample.

We were able to verify tne reported earnings on 73 weeks. 37 weeks had
correct earnings, 36 nad incorrect earnings. 35 weeks resulted in 25 weeks
with $335 overpayment and 10 wesks witn $225 underpayment for a net
overpayment of $660.

The First Week of Reported Earnings Directly Following a Week in Which No
tarnings are Reported

This scenario occurs when weeks are claimed without earnings and a consecutive
week is claimed with earnings. An example is as follows:

week 1 m earnings
week 2 no earnings
week 3  earnings
week 4  earnings

In this example, week 3 is the first week of reported earnings during a claim
series. This scenario may occur more than once on a claim, and in fact did
occur 149 times on 108 claims of tne sample. Hereaafter, these occurrences

will pe referred to as "First week of reported earnings during a claim series.”

We were able to verify the earnings on 75 of tne 149 weeks. In 14 weeks the
earnings were incorrectly reported. However, both the reported and the
correct earnings on tnese 14 weeks were less than 1/3 of the weekly benefit
amount, so they caused no resulting mispayment. 23 weeks did result in
mispayment. 14 weeks were overpaid $499, 9 weeks were underpaid $55, for a
net overpayment of $444.




How do these three areas compare to the total sample?

A1l weeks in the sample

by number of cases:
185 number of weeks miSpaid
425 number of weeks verif ied
by dollars:
$A816 net overpayment
425 number of weeks verified

Weeks at ﬁhe I1C

by number of cases:
0 number of weeks mispaid
31 number of weeks verified
by dollars:
$0 net overpayment
31 number of weeks verified

Weeks at the AC

by number of cases:
35 number of weeks mispaid
73 number of weeks verified
by dollars:
. 5660 net overpayment

73 number of weeks verified

44%

$11.33 per week average

$0 per week average

= 48%

= $9.04 per week average

First week of reported earnings occurring during a claim series

by number of cases:
23 number of weeks mispaid
75 number of weeks verified
by dollars
3444 net overpaid

75 number of weeks verified

31%

$5.92 per week average




There are two very interesting facets to these figures.

The first is that the rate of the number of overpayments is highest for
earnings occurring at the additional claim weeks. 48% of the weeks verified
resulted in mispayment as compared to the data for all weeks in the sample,
where 44% of the verified weeks resulted in overpayment. Thus, the number of
mispayments is somewhat higher for the additional claims weeks. The dollars
of mispayment, however, are significantly higher for all weeks in the sample
at $11.33 than for weeks claimed at the AC, $9.04. It is surprising that the
?¥§rgg? overpayment for the first week of reported earnings sample is so lTow

Thus, the conjecture and speculation of these three areas (at the IC, AC, and
first week of the claim series) being high areas of mispayment appears
incorrect by this sample, at Teast in terms of actual dollars.

There were two very large overpayment cases that appear to affect the high
dollars overpaid in the sample of all weeks with earnings. These large
overpayments occurred in consecutive weeks during the claim series. They
caused many entire weeks to be overpaid, which raised the average per week
overpayment. Although there is no way we can realiably speculate based upon
two cases, there is no reason to believe that this is an unusual phenomenon
either. -

SYSTEM CONTROLS '
Each of the following system controls would require a change to the
certification to ask the claimant to 1ist who he/she worked for during the

weeks being claimed.

100% Verification - Manual

A 100 % verification could be done using the existing, but seldom used,
Yerification of Earnings Form (354). The scanner would "kick out” all weeks
with reported earnings, as it does currently to verify whether the scanner has
correctly read the numbers. The necessary parts of the verification form
would be completed and it would be sent to the employer. Using our current
method of processing certifications, it would be most feasible to send the
354s from the Scanner Unit. They would be returned by the employer to the
.same unit., - .

At this point the earnings reported by the employer must be compared with the
earnings reported by the claimant. This can be done easily if the claimants'
reported earnings are encoded on the verification form when it is sent to the
employer. When it is returned, these figures can be compared without further
steps such as accessing the claimants records on the computer terminal.

Once the earnings are compared, three scenarios are possible:

1) If the figures agree, the form can be batch filed.

2) If the information from the employer is confusing, a job service
representative may need to contact the employer for clarification.

3) If the figures do not agree and will result in a mispayment, the
claimant must be contacted for rebuttal. Probably the easiest way
to do this is by mail, using another existing form, the 354A.
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100% Verification - Automated

A 100% verification could also involve an automated verification form. This
is an idea that has been around since the Work Simplification Quality
Improvement Project (WSQIP) committee met in 1985. The WSQIP committee stated
that the Tartan terminals could be programmed to complete many of the fields
on an automated form, i.e., claimant name, Social Security number] weeks to be
verified. The staff would only need to key in the employer name and address.

The rest of the process would be the same as for a manual verification process.

Another option, closely related, would be to verify 100% of certain Social
Security numbers, i.e., verify all Social Security numbers ending in "0"
during one week; verify those ending in "1* the following week, etc.

This would reduce the workload by 90%, while still detecting some overpayment
and possibly preventing more by letting claimants know that the agency
routinely verifies earnings (there are no figures available to determine what
the prevention rate would be). .

Earnings at the Initial Claim

’Our.sample produced no cases where misreported earnings caused a mispayment.
Obviously, there are cases where this would not be true. They just did not
appear in our sample. .

Thus, it is impossible for us to conclude that the problem warrants system
control at this point.

Earnings at the AC Week

This system control would send a Verification of Earnings to the employer when
a week with earnings is claimed at the additional claim. It would verify the
earnings for the weeks of the AC only. The scanner would place an indicator
on all first weeks generated at the AC. These ‘certifications would “kick out®
into a pocket of the scanner if earnings were reported when the week was
claimed. This sectnd process requires the scanner unit to send the
verifications (eiZner by hand or automatically).

Ffrst week of Earnings During Claims Series

It would be possible to verify earnings during the first week that earnings
are reported during a claim series.

An indicator would be placed on each cert as it is generated if the preceding
cert processed did not have earnings. Thus, when the new cert was processed
any earnings would cause it to be kicked out by the scanner.

Again, from this point, the process would be identical to other methods of
sending the verification to the employer. )
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TRUST FUND SAVINGS/ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

The savings possible with each system control were computed. An explanation
of how these numbers were reached is found in the appendix on pages vi-x.

Trust Fund Savings Administrative Costs* Ratio
) : Savings:Cost

A1l weeks in the sample
$1,037,141 ~ manual  $143,259 7.24 : 1

$1,037,141 automated $118,254 8.77 : 1

Weeks claimed at the IC

We gid not pursue this area as there was no measured savings from this
study.

Weeks claimed at the AC . -
$145,454 | $40,541 : 3.59 : 1

First week of earnings during a claim series

$77,429 $39,369 1.97 ¢ 1

* There are two types of administrative costs to be considered, annual,
ongoing costs and the one-time start up costs. We have outlined the annual
costs in {etail. The one-time start up requirements have been explained in a
narrativwz form, but they have not been costed out explicitly.




RECOMMENDATION

The best cost/benefit ratio is definitely found if all weeks were verified.
However, this option would require a total of 3.37 staff. Using a more
automated system, it could be reduced to 2.7 staff.

Much debate would be expected as to whether verifying all earnings would
provide good customer service. Although ultimately it would save money to the
trust fund, many employers would be unhappy with the added work of completing
earnings verification forms every two weeks when they have a part time
employee who is on an unemployment claim. There are also employers who pay on
such complicated pay plans that it is impossible for the claimant to
"correctly* report earnings each week., Of course, there are also employers
who do not report earnings correctly when asked to verify earnings. Thus, in
some cases, it may seem an imposition to the employer and harassment to the
claimant to routinely verify all earnings.

There is also the problem that crossmatch requests the same information from
many of the same employers on a quarterly basis. This problem could be
diminished if there was a way of screening out weeks that have already been -
resolved when crossmatch letters are sent. There would also have to be a way
to select out cases where verification is not necessary, as in cases where the
partial claims are completed by the employers. Neither of these options are
currently possible using Oregon's system, however.

Considering these problems, plus the administrative costs in staffing, it
cannot be recommended that we verify all earnings at this time.

Verifying earnings more selectively, as with verifying only at the additional
claim or the first week of earnings during a claim series reduces the
administrative cost. To verify only at the additional claim, for example,
would require .95 total staff. Verifying earnings at the first week of
earnings during a claim series would require .93 total staff.

These system controls would not inundate employers as verifying all weeks
would. Several of the problems cited earlier therefore would not exist.
However, neither of these options has a very good cost/benefit ratio at 3.59:
1 and 1.97 : 1, respectively.

In light of QIP's recent experience with the Partial to no earnings
implementation, we believe that implementation of the Benefit Year Earnings
study requires serious thought. Centralizing parts of a process inevitably
affects the field offices. . If the process was to be given a chance to work,
it would have to be set up in such a way that the field offices would take
over the investigation at the point of contacting the claimant. Otherwise,
experience tells us that claimants would contact the central office, both the
central office and the field office, or just the field office to provide
requested information. This creates much confusion over who has
responsibility for the issue.

For all these reasons, QIP does not recommend further action on this study at
this time. It may be that in the future, with a new system of scanning
certifications, or with a guide system, that one of these system controls may
be effective in reducing trust fund loss due to errors in claimants reporting
earnings at a reasonable cost to the agency. When Oregon has a new system in
place, we will reevaluate the potential effectiveness of these system controls.
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Number of weeks paid in 1990
Number of weeks claimed in 1990
Number of ICs in 1990

Number of ACs in 1990

Number of QC cases in 1990

Number of weeks paid on QC cases
in 1990.

Number of QC cases w/o Earnings

Number of weeks paid (including
WW) on QC cases w/Earnings

Number of QC cases w/ earnings

Number of weeks paid on QC cases
without earnings

Return rate on 354s per
1990 Continued Claim study

Recovery rate of overpayments
due to earnings issues

1990 DATA

= 1,678,636
= 1,795,145
= 157,182

156,826
400

= 3,131

208

823
192

= 2308

= 79.8%

= 61.8%




SAMPLE DATA

Number of QC claims 400
Number of weeks compensated (paid or WW) in sample 6580
Number of weeks with earnings ' ) 823
Number of weeks verified 425
Number of weeks not verified | 398
Number of weeks with incorrect earnings causing a mispayment 185
number of weeks oveépaid | 144
Amount of overpayment ' $5612
Number of weeks underpaid 41"
Amount of underpayment ' $795
Net amount of overpaid $4816
Number of weeks compensated in 1990 1,678,636
Number of ACs filed in 1990 | 156,826
Number of IC§ filed in 1990 132,075
Amount of net overpayment (OP - UP) that

crossmatch would have detected. - $917




Initial Claims Sample Data

Number of ICs in 1990 QC cases 284
Number of weeks claimed during the IC week 137
Number of weeks with earnings during‘the IC week in sample ) 44
Number of weeks with earnings verified 31
’Numbef of weeks with earnings not verified 13
Number of weeks with mispayments | 0
Number of weeks overpaid 0
Amount of overpayment $0
Number of IC weeks with correct earnings 11

Number of IC weeks with incorrect earnings,
but less than WBA 20
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Additional Claims Sample Data

Number of ACs filed during 1390 on tne QC cases

Number of ACs filed during 1990 on the QC cases
with weexs claimed

Number of weexs with earnings at the AC in the sample
Number of AC weexs with earnings verified
Number of AC wks with earnings not verified

Number of AC wks with correct earnings or where the
earnings difference was less than 1/3 W3A

Number of weeks overpaid
Amount of overpayment
Number of weeks underpaid
Amount of underpayment

Amount of net overpaid

Net amount (QOP - UP) of OP that crossmatch would have detected

S RV

400

377
[RR

73
38

37
25
$385-
10

$660

$147




First Week of Earnings During a Claim Series Sample Data

Number of claims with earnings beginning during a claim

series in sample 108
Number of weeks with earnings beginning during a c]#im series -

in sample — 149
Number of weeks with earnings verified | 75
Number of weeks with earnings unable to verify ' 74
Number of weeks overpaid 14
Amount of overpayment $499
Number of weeks underpaid 9
Amount of underpayment $55 -
Net overpaid (amount of overpayment - underpéyment) $444
Number with earnings wrong but less than 1/3 WBA 14

Amount of net OP (OP - UP) that crossmatch would have detected $217
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TRUST FUND SAVINGS COMPUTATIONS
A1l Weeks in the Sample

To determine trust fund savings we had to take much into consideration based
upon the limitations of the study and the data available from routine reports.

First, was the problem of not being able to verify the earnings in all weeks
of the sample. For the purposes of the study, we had to assume that the
percentage of mispayment would be the same in the cases we were unable to
verify as for those cases we were able to verify.

The equation to rectify this is expressed by:

A+ B* (See below for explanation of the letters)
L)

The next thing we had to deal with was that routine reports do not provide
the number of weeks compensated with earnings. It is possible to arrive at a
figure through the 5159 report. However, this figure does not include weeks
with partial earnings which are less than 1/3 the weekly benefit amount. The
figures we do have and decided to use are the number of weeks compensated in
1990 and the number of weeks compensated in the Quality Control sample. This
is expressed by:

x C
D

We must then factor in the net dollars overpaid which were detected in the QC
sample. As stated earlier, however, crossmatch detects much overpayment due
to misreported and unreported earnings. This must also be factored in. ( We
compared the weeks and earnings reported by both the claimants and the
employers to determine how much of the overpayment crossmatch would have
detected. This would be recovered at 61.8%?.

xE -(F X .618)

* A = number of verifiable weeks compensated with earnings

= number of unverifiable weeks compensated with earnings

number of weeks compensated in .1990

number of weeks compensated in QC sample

net dollars overpaid in all weeks of QC sample in 1990

net dollars detectible by crossmatch in all weeks claimed sample
.798= % employer verifications returned by employers

.618= recovery rate for earnings violation overpayments -

Mmoo Ow
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Not all verification forms are returned by employers. From a previous QIP
study, this return rate has been established at 79.8%. To figure this in,
we've computed it as:

X .798

-

And finally, since overpayments set up are not 100% recoverable, and we Kknow
the recovery rate for earnings violations overpayments is 61.8 %, this is ¥
expressed by: .

X .618
Therefore the complete formula used to compute the trust fund savings using
all weeks with earnings in the sample is as follows:
A+BxCx (E-(Fx .618)) x .798 x .618 = Trust Fund Savings
A D .
Computing this with the figures we've found in the study provides the
following:
425 + 398 x 1,678,636 x ($4816 - (917 x .618)) x .798 x .618 =
. 5,580

]

1.94 «x 255.11 X $4249.30 «x .798 x .618 = p1,037,141.




Wks cImed at the Additional Claim:

g+h xix (k- (Lx .618 x .798 x .618 = Trust Fund Savings
g | :
73 + 38 x 156,826 x ($660 - ($147 x .618)) x .798 x .618 =
—73  ~ %0
1.52 x 340.93 x $569.15 x .78 x .618 = B145,454.

number of verifiable AC weeks compensated with earnings
number of unverifiable AC weeks compensated with earnings
number of ACs filed in 1990

number of ACs filed in 1990 QC sample

net dollars overpaid in AC weeks with earnings in QC sample
net dollars detectible by crossmatch in AC sample

.798 = % employer verifications returned by employers

.618 =.recovery rate for earnings violation overpayments

K e wie QY
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First Week of Earnings in Claim Series

m+n x

g_x (- (rx .618)) x .798 x .618 = Trust Fund Savings-
= A

75 + 74 x 1,678,636 x (§ 444 - (217 x .618)) x .798 x .618 =
—75 T &880

1.986 x 255.11 x PB309.89 x .798 x .618 = §77,429.

number of verifiable first weeks with earnings

number of unverifiable first weeks with earnings

number of weeks compensated in 1990

number of weeks compensated in QC sample

net dollars overpaid in first weeks with earnings sample

net dollars detectible by crossmatch in first weeks with earnings sample
.798 = % employer verification returned by employers

.618 = recovery rate for earnings violation overpayments
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ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS COMPUTATIONS
A1l Weeks - 100% Verification

Annual Costs:

This system control assumes the centralized processing that we currently use,
and assumes that we are using the current scanner for processing
certifications. The central office performs the first half of function. Once
a discrepancy affecting payment is found, the issue would be referred to the
appropriate field office for resolution.

Task Who Time per each How many
1. send 354 office spec 2 T mn 823 (#wks w/ 3 in sample x

1,678,636 (wks cimed 1990
2 6580 (wks clmed in sample
x .67(ratio certs to wks cimed =140,67"

2. Review ret'd 354 office spec 2 15 sec. - 140,670.52 x .798(% 354 ret'd).

= 112,255 ¢ 4 = 28,063 = 28,06 |
3. Determine effect office spec 2 1 min 185 (mispays) + 68(wks w/wrong
of discrep. earnings, but not causing mispay)
on WBA. ‘ 2 425 (# wks verified) = .535 X
' 112,255 = 66,7¢|
. Total office Spec 2 minutes = 235, 5
4. Send 354A field JsR 1 min 48,864 + 2443 = 51,3 |
5. Do calc. & 63p field JSR 1 min 185(# OP + UP) ,
I25(#wks verified) X 112,255 = 48,8
6. Investigate in field JSR 10 min .05(est % requiring more invest) x
more detail 48,864 - = 2,443 x 10 mins = 24,4
Total JSR minutes = 124,6

0ffice Spec 2:

235,526 % 60 min = 3,925 £ 1775.96 = 2.21 x $37,900 = §83,759.

JSR
124,601 £ 60 = 2,076 £ 1775.96 = 1.169 x $50,884 = P59,500.

$83,759 + $59,500 = $143,259.

Start Up Costs: This system control requires the certification to be revised to requir'
that the claimant list who he/she worked for during the weeks being claimed.
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100% Verification using automated form

Using an automated form would reduce the ongoing costs in the first step of
this process only. By prefilling the claimant information on an automated
form, it is estimated the first step, sending the employer verification, would
take an average of 30 seconds per case. The rest of the on-going
administrative costs would remain the same. N

Annual Costs:

1. 70,335 .
g. gg,ggg:} 165,190 min ; 60 = 2,753 £ 1775. 96 = 1.55 x $37,900 = $58,754

4. 51,307 '
5. 42.864} 124,601 min + 60 = 2,076.68 3 1775.96 = 1,17 x $50,884 = $59,500 -
6. 24,430 »

ey

$58,754 + $59,500 = §118,254.
Start Up Costs: This option would require reprogrdmming of the Tartan

Terminals, which would be a one-time cost. It also requires revision of the
certification to ask the claimant who he/she worked for during the weeks.
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Weeks Claimed at the AC

Annual Costs:

111 AC weeks claimed with earnings in the sample
#ACs filed in 1990 - 156,820 = 340.91
#ACs filed in 1990 QC sample 460

111 x 340.91 = 37,841 (Number of certs with earnings at the AC.)

Task Who Time per each How man Total Min
1. send 354 office spec 2~ 1 min 37,841 = 37,841
2. Review ret'd 354 office spec 2 15 sec. 37,841 x .798 (% Ret'd)
' = 30,197 ¢ 4 i = 7,549
3. Determine effect office spec 2 1 min 35 (AC w/$ 0OPs + UPS) + 11
of discrep (wks w/incorrect $, but not
on WBA. : affecting WBA 3 73 (AC wks
: verified) = .63 x 30,197 = 19,024
Total office Spec 2 minutes = 64,414
4. Send 354A JSR 1 min 14,478 + 724 = 15,202
5. Do calc. & 88p  JSR 1 min 35(# AC w/$ OPs + UPs)
73(#ACwks verified) x 30,197 = 14,478
6. Investigate in JSR 10 min .05(est % needing more invest) x
more detail : 14,478 = 724 x 10 mins = 7,240
Total JSR minutes = 36,¢

0ffice spec 2 ' _
64,414 : 60 mins = 1073.57 5 1775.96 = .60 x $37,900 = 822,9]1.‘
JSR

36,920 £ 60 mins = 615.33 § 1775.96 = .35 x § 50,884 = $17,630.
$22,911 + $17,630 = $40,541.

Start Up Costs: The mainframe would be programmed to recognize when a certification w
generated from an AC. It would be programmedto place an indicator on the cert. The
certification would be revised to ask the claimant who he/she worked for during the
weeks . .

The scanner would be programmed to recognize the indicator, look for earnings and sort
these into a separate pocket for verification.




First week of earnings in a claim series

Annual Costs:
149 first weeks with earnings in a claim series in the sample., ~

1,678,636 weeks compensated in 1990
weeks compensated in the sample = 255.11

149 x 255.11 = 38,011 (number of first weeks with earnings in a claim series.)

Task Who Time per each How many Total min

1. send 354 office spec 2 1 min 38,012 = 38,012
2. Review ret'd 354 office spec 2 15 sec. 38,012 x .798 (% ret'd) “

= 30,333 4 = 7,583
3. Determine effect office spec 2 1 min 33 (1st wk OPS + UPS) + 14
of discrepancies wks w/$ wrong, but not
on WBA. affecting WBA) 2 75 (# 1st wks
w/$ verified) = .63 x 30,333 = 19,009
. £
Total Office Spec 2 minutes = 6« .J4
4. Send 354A JSR 1 min 13,347 + 667 = 14,014
5. Do calc. & 83p  JSR 1 min 33(1st wk $0P + UPS)
75(#1st wks w/ $ verified) x
30,333 = 13,347
6. Investigate in  JSR , 10 min .05(est % needing more invest) x -
more detail 13,347 = 667 x 10 mins = 6,670
= 34,031

Total JSR nwinutes
0ffice Spec 2 '
64,604 > 60 min

1076.73 £ 1775.96 = .61 x $37,900 = $$23,119
JSR
34,031 £ 60 min

567 £ 1775.96 = .32 x $50,884 = $16,250
$23,119 + $16,250 = $39,369.

[T

Start Up Costs: The mainframe would be programmed to place an indicator on the nex*
cert generated when a cert is claimed without earnings. The certification would be
revised to ask the claimant who he/she worked for during the weeks.

The scanner would be programmed to sort out the certs with indicators that also have
earnings. These would be sorted into a special pocket of the scanner.
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Staple or tape here after detaching

TO THE EMPLOYER:

The Employment Division routinely verifies the wages and days worked re-
ported by claimants. This is done to assure correct payment of Unemploy-
ment Insurance Benefits. Please provide the information requested below.
Thank you for your help and interest in the Unemployment Insurance Pro-
gram. Remember, your local Employment Division Office can help you find
qualified applicants for available jobs.

Fold here
STATE OF OREGON
EMPLOYMENT DIVISION L.O. No.
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES BYE
REQUEST FOR VERIFICATION OF EMPLOYMENT
S.S. Acct. No. . .

is cfaiming unemployment benefits and has reported earnings from empioyment with your firm. Please in-
dicate the exact dates the claimant worked during the week(s) and the exact amount of gross wages earned
by this individual for the week(s) below.

Days Worked? Gross Wages
Weekof ____ __ Through _________ (Wk.No. ) From Through $
Weekof _______Through _______ (Wk.No.___) From Through $
Was the individual terminated for any reason other than lack of work? 1 Yes — No
Did the individual refuse any offer of employment? = Yes T No
Explain " Yes" answer(s)
Employer : Title

Address

FORM 354 . 1-94. Back







. WEEK 1 WEEK 2
NAME . SSN BYE EO ENOING DATE ENDING DATE

PRINT FIRMLY LIKE THIS

Complete with #2 PENCIL ONLY 0] 112]3[+[5[6[7]8]4]X]
Answer All Questions For THE WEEK, OR WEEKS, BEING CLAIMED,

1. Did you refuse work or quit a job or were you fired from a job? .

YES NO

8. If you have returned to work, complete the following:

A. Employer Name and Address:

MONTH-DAY-YEAR

B. Date you returned to work:

| submit this form to claim benefits and certify the answers given above are true and accurate to the best
of my knowledge. | am aware that | may be penalized for giving false answers and for withholding information.

Sign Here: Date:
State of Oregon EMPLOYMENT DIVISION Department of Human Resources REPORT FORM 357-RM (1180}

XV




L

»




CH-064

STATE OF OREGON -
EMPLOYMENT DIVISION
QUALITY CONTROL UNIT

QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

USE OF COMPUTER LINE FLAG
- IN THE DETECTION/PREVENTION
OF BENEFIT MISPAYMENT

Chris Demarest
October, 1991




Contact: Jim Moseley, Quality Control Supervisor
Tel. No.: 503-373-7963

Oregon Employment Division
UI Quality Control
875 Union St., NE, Room 201
Salem, OR 97311




I. Introduction

Oregon's Quality Improvement Project (QIP) selected the line flag
process for study because of indications that it was not
controlling unemployment benefit mispayment as effectively as it
could. Specifically, field experience and review of Benefit
Payment Control (BPC) cases suggested that field staff were not
using the line flag to stop payment whenever possible. At least,
there was disagreement or misunderstanding about when payment
could be suspended without violating the claimant's right to due
process. In addition, there were other questions about what and
when to flag that might be resolved with the aim of reducing
payment errors.

The line flag is an indicator which can be placed on the
computerized claim record. Its purpose is to alert the field
office when an eligibility issue exists which requires
resolution, either immediately or in the future.

Two kinds of flags are available. The field office can suspend
payment with the flag ("D" flag) or use the flag for information
("C" flag) without affecting payment. When the informational
line flag option is used the claimant is not aware of the flag
unless it prompts the field office to contact the claimant for
further investigation of the issue. If the line flag suspends
payment, the claimant is sent a computer message instructing
him/her to contact the office regarding the problem.

The flag can be set to cover any claim weeks at issue. When a
claim is processed for a flagged week, the flag message is
displayed on the claim record. However, the flag may be obscured
by another higher priority message affecting the same week(s).
The line flag can be set up to specify the issue to be
investigated.

According to current policy, payment may be suspended only for
the specific time period at issue and only when sufficient
information exists to require a denial of benefits. A formal,
appealable- nonmonetary determinationmust be-issued promptly
after payment is suspended. There are few other specific
directions for line flag use. The field offices have been given
a large degree of discretion regarding line flag use in order to
make it as flexible a tool as possible.

The problem was that we had no measure of how the system was
being applied nor of its effectiveness. inn controlling mispayment.
With these concerns in mind, the study goals were to 1) define
current practice 2) measure current practice in terms of correct
payment of benefits and 3) recommend system merovements if
warranted by the study results.




II. Methodology ;"

The sample of 243 cases was selected using a computer list that
displays continued claims which have a line flag. 12 cases could
not be investigated because of missing documentation, reducing
the sample to 231 cases. The statewide list was obfained for
weeks 11, 13 and 15 of 1991. By selecting the sample from this
time period, QIP hoped to get a broad sampling of all types of
line flags but also include claims flagged for school employee
eligibility issues and student eligibility issues since the
period covered a school recess and the beginning of a new school
term. _

The computer list tracks the number of days that each claimed
week has been displayed. In order to avoid duplication, the list
was narrowed to only those flagged weeks with a day one count.
Weeks with flags unique to certain programs, i.e. "QC Stop" or
"No IBl", were excluded. Also excluded were weeks claimed on a.
benefit extension program in effect at the time. These claims
-were not representative because of the different eligibility
requirements and the fact that the extension was in effect for
only a brief period.

The cases were then randomly selected from the flagged weeks
remaining on the computer list. A case was an unemployment claim
with one or more flagged weeks on the final list. i

QIP surveyed the field offices to determine local line flag
policies and procedures. 20 of 28 offices responded to the
survey. The survey also solicited ideas for system improvement.
Suggestions received are listed in Attachment 1.

A data collection instrument was designed. The case data was
gathered from computer records and by review of paper claim
files. QIP staff either visited or phoned all field offices to
gather necessary data.

For each case, the details of the flag were noted i.e., flag type
("C" allowing payment "or "“D* suspendimng payment), “the time period
affected by the flag, the date the flag was entered and the flag
code or issue. Each flag was assessed for correctness. Issue
resolution and impact on benefit payment were also documented.
All the data was encoded and entered into a database designed for
the study to aid in analysis.




Several problems with this methodology should be noted. First,
computer flags can be obscured by other system messages of a
higher priority. Such cases would not be selected with the
sampling technique used. However, it is likely that any obscured
flags would be much the same as those selected for the sample and
would not, therefore, lead to any qualitative change in study
findings. Projections may be low because an unknown number of
cases in the sample period were obscured by other messages.

It is also important to keep in mind that this study did not
measure how often issues are detected but not flagged. Therefore
the findings only reveal how the flag process is used when it is
used.

III. Findings

Of 231 cases examined, 131 or 56.7% were found to have.errors..
In this context, error does not necessarily mean mispayment. _A
flag was found to be in error if it violated written policy,
procedure or accepted practice. There are few specific
directions on line flag use. Proper use is often decided by
individual field offices. Therefore, QIP assigned error only
when correct procedure or practice was clear.

Errors were evaluated first for any significant impact on proper
benefit payment. QIP also examined errors for patterns of
unnecessary use of flags that might be controlled to save staff
time. Certain errors were identified as unique to particular
field offices.

QIP also observed whether or not the line flagged issue was ever
resolved. 51 cases (22%) of the sample were never resolved by
the field offices over a period of five months. 35 of these
cases had a flag error but the impact on benefit payment could
not be assessed. This reduced the number of cases in the sample
on which mispayment could be measured to 180. QIP chose not to
intervene and pursue resolution of these cases for two reasons.
First, ‘cases were evaluated severat-months after the flags were
identified. The second reason was that, in 41 of the 51 cases,
the field office staff had made a deliberate decision to ignore
the flags for several reasons. This situation and the other
major findings are discussed in more detail in the following
sections. :




A. Overpayments related to the line flag process.

The study found that an insignificant number of line flagged
issues result in overpayment. Only 8 (4.4%) of 180 resolved
cases in the sample had overpayments. Only 2 of the cases with
overpayments could have been controlled by a different use of the
line flagqg.

In 6 of these cases, the overpayment was not controllable by the
line flag. 1In 2 cases (1.1%), the overpayments resulted from the
findings that the claimants were ineligible because of school
attendance which caused them to be unavailable for work. The
eligibility issue was detected before any affected benefits were
claimed. The line flags in both cases were set effective the
first week of the school term. This was correct according to
written procedures. However, it has been common practice in some
field offices to place the flag slightly in advance of the claim
period at issue so that factfinding can be completed and
overpayment can be minimized in the cases where dlsquallficatlon
results. It is estimated that $11,303 are overpaid annually
under these circumstances.

B. Suspension of benefit payment without due process.

This study originated with the theory that field offices were not;’
using the line flag to stop payment and control overpayment as B
often as possible. Study results indicate that the opposite is

true. 44 (19%) of 231 cases in the sample had $11,277 suspended
in error.

This group consisted of eight different line flag error types.
The error types by percent of dollars suspended in error are
displayed in Attachment 2.

Two of the eight error types caused 59.5% of the dollars
underpaid and 63.6% of the underpaid cases in the sample. 1In
addition to their high rate of occurrence, these two error
categories~are significant because~they-are-most likely to be
correctable. These are errors of commission whereas' the

remaining error types are primarily the result of carelessness or
oversight. .

The two major error types were 1) Using a "D" or suspending line
flag when a "C" flag was appropriate and 2) Suspending payment
‘while giving the claimant a second chance to submit an
Eligibility Profile (Form 1738).

1. The use of "D" instead of "C" flag errors did not appear
to be unique to any particular field office nor did these
errors correlate to any particular eligibility issue.
Therefore, this error type seems to be primarily due to
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misunderstanding of how line flag use relates to preserving
claimants' rights to due process. QIP estimates that this
type of error occurs 2251 times annually resulting in
$424,339 being temporarily withheld from claimants in
violation of due process.

2. The second major error type was related to the
Eligibility Review process. Oregon law and administrative
rules allow the Agency to require claimants to submit
specific information pertinent to their benefit eligibility
and to find them ineligible if they fail to comply.
Benefits are restored when the claimant complies, if
otherwise eligible.

Claimants are periodically sent an Eligibility Profile (Form
1738) as part of the Eligibility Review process. The form
is sent to the claimant with instructions to complete and
return it within five days or benefits will be denied. The
field offices are able to monitor a computer record to
detect those cases where the form has not been returned..
The field offices may issue a nonmonetary determination
denying benefits or give the claimant a second notice to
respond before issuing a denial.

A "D" line flag can correctly be placed on any claim
effective the week the claimant should have submitted the
completed form and did not. 1In this scenario, further
payment may be suspended legitimately because conditions
exist sufficient to disqualify. No additional factfinding or
notice is required. As long as the nonmonetary
determination is issued promptly, due process rights have
been preserved. 1If the claimant submits the Form 1738 after
a formal determination has been issued, that determination
must be reversed and benefits restored.

The line flag error related to this process occurred in only
three field offices.The procedure followed in the three
offices seemed to be designed to avoid writing nonmonetary
determinations which often must-be nullified. -Reversal of -
such determinations is often necessary because many
claimants are prompted to respond when benefits are denied.
In these three offices, staff placed a "D" line flag
effective the week the claimant should have submitted the
form. However, they did not then issue a nonmonetary
denial. - Instead, they sent the claimant a second notice and
"Form 1738. 1In the instances where the claimant did not
respond to either notice, benefits were formally denied

effective the week the first form was due. (See Attachment
3A.) :




On a practical level this procedure is effective. There o
were 18 cases which were flagged in this way. Only two

cases resulted in a denial of benefits. The advantage of

the procedure is that claimants are prompted to comply but

no nonmonetary determination has to be written (or reversed
when the claimant provides the required information).

The error is that the claimants' due process rights are
violated. Essentially, this procedure extends the

. claimant's time to provide the form. Until that extended
time has lapsed without compliance, the claimant is eligible
and benefits may not rightfully be withheld.

QIP estimates that this error would occur 1928 times
annually and $570,688 would be suspended in error. It
should be noted that a formal denial could correctly be
issued immediately after the first deadline passed without
affording the claimant a "second chance". If this were
done, as it is in some field offices, no due procéss error
would occur but the effect on the claimant's payment would
be the same. Another acceptable alternative would be to
offer the "second chance" without suspending payment until
the claimant was due to respond to the second notice and
failed to do so. (See Attachment 3B)

The remaining six error types where benefits were. improperly
suspended are listed below in order of the percent of mispaid
dollars in the sample attributable to each error category.

*Issue resolved-flag not inactivated 16.7%

*Unnecessary flag-no issue 9.8%

*Failed to update obsolete flag at

AC/RO/Transfer 5.7%

*No documentation of reason for flag 5.3%

*Unnecessary weeks flagged-9999 2.4%

*School employee-flagged more than

recess period T 2% -

.A "D" line flag was properly used in all of these cases but
" payment was improperly suspended due to these other error types.




IV. Other Observations

In order to evaluate the line flags in the sample, QIP had to
examine some field office procedures which incorporate line flag
use. This led to several observations which, althqQugh somewhat
beyond the scope of this study, are important to note.

A. Procedural inequities and inconsistencies in registering
claimants with the Employment Service(ES).

There were 27 cases in the sample with the line flag message
"Register with Employment Service”". These cases occurred in
three field offices. In order to evaluate the use of this flag,
the specific ES registration requirements and procedures used in
the field offices had to be determined.

Information on this process was gathered from 19 field offices.

3 offices did not require ES registration. In 10 offices,
claimants were ES registered using the initial claim application.
No additional requirement was placed on the claimant. -3 other
offices followed this same procedure for new claimants who were
not job-attached but required in-person registration for job-
attached claimants if the job attachment ceased. 1In these three
offices and one other which required that all claimants register
in-person, a potential denial of benefits for failing to comply
was implied although specific policy was not clear. Finally, at
least 2 offices required in-person registration or the completion
of an extra registration form and explicitly stated their policy
of benefit denial if the claimant failed to comply.

It appears to be the intent of the Agency to ES register all
claimants who are not job-attached. However, the specifics of

how this is accomplished are left to the individual field offices
to determine. Forms and computer screens have been designed to -
enable field offices, if they choose, to register claimants for

UI and ES services in one step. While many offices choose this

one step process, others find it administratively cumbersome and _
‘place the burden of ES registratiom on the-claimant.  The result  --

is that claimants are treated inequitably for somewhat arbitrary
reasons.

B. Procedural inequities and inconsistencies in the use of the
Eligibility Profile (Form 1738).

The Eligibility Profile was desigméd to be used as part of the
Eligibility Review process. The original intent was that a
claimant would be required to complete and submit this form when
the Agency determined, based on labor market factors, that the




individual should have found employment and had not. The :
completed form allows the field office to detect any barriers to °
employment and either assist the claimant in eliminating barriers
or deny benefits if the claimant is found ineligible.

Very few offices use the 1738 to conduct eligibility reviews any
longer. Currently, the form is used to periodically spot check
claimants' eligibility in more depth than the continued claim
form (357) allows. The problem this study found is that use of
the 1738 varies greatly among the field offices.

Most offices use the 1738 but a few do not. There is great
variety in the procedures followed when the claimant is required
to submit the form and fails to comply. The result of these
inconsistencies is that claimants are treated very differently
depending on where they have filed their claim. These
differences seem arbitrary and unjustifiable especially when they
occur within the same labor market. The Eligibility Profile
process should be reevaluated and made more uniform in 1light of
its current purpose.

C. Failure to resolve line flagged issues.

As stated previously, 51 cases or 22% of the sample cases were -
never resolved. It was expected a few flags would be missed but |

41 of these cases occurred in only two field offices indicating a* -

significant problem. One office had been ignoring all or most
line flags for some period of time. The other office with
significant errors of this type was ignoring all line flags
indicating "Form 1738 Due". That office was having difficulty
managing the 1738 process and had ceased to act on these flags
‘until order could be restored. In both offices, the supervisors
were aware of the problem.

D. Use of "D" flag when claimants' legal work status expires
during the benefit year.

Regarding non-citizens who file for UI, the Benefit Manual
(110.1) instructs field staff to "Enter a D line flag on the
computer for the week following the expiration of the claimant's
legal work status." R

This instruction is inconsistent with-other instructions which
prohibit use of the "D" flag. for issues affecting future weeks.
This instruction, if followed, could lead to inappropriate
suspension of benefits. The study found that one office did not
follow these instructions but rather used "C" flags instead.




V. Recommendations

A. Instruct claimstakers to set line flags two weeks prior to the
week school will start when the claimant indicates future plans
to attend school. -
The study found that an estimated $11,303 are overpaid annually
by setting the line flag effective the week school will start.
The Benefit Manual (1613-11) instructs claimstakers "to line flag
the claim for the approximate week school will start". By
modifying the line flag procedure so ‘that the flag is set two
weeks prior to school, the issue can be investigated before any
affected weeks are paid. Depending on field office compliance
with the change, this overpayment cause can be eliminated at no
administrative cost.

B. Consolidate and disseminate specific instructions with
examples of when to use "C" vs. "D" line flags.

According to field office response to the study survey,
supervisors have a solid understanding of appropriate use of "D"
line flags in most cases. However, the study revealed a
significant (28.8% of mispaid cases in the sample) inappropriate
‘use of "D" line flag to stop payment before information had been
obtained to justify a benefit denial.

QIP found general instructions on "D" vs. "C" line flag use in
the Benefit Manual and in the Terminal Users Guide (TUG). The
instructions found in the Benefit Manual (226) are embedded in a
discussion of due process. The TUG contains detailed line flag
instructions with a very simple "D" vs. "C" rule.

A problem with the current instructions may be their location.
The Benefit Manual instructions are incorporated in a somewhat
sophisticated discussion of nonmonetary determinations and due
process. The TUG line flag instructions are simple and specific
but, QIP believes,  the TUG is not-a frequently used resource.
Also, the two sets of instructions are not entirely consistent.
Finally, the Benefit Manual Alphabetical Index entry for Line
Flag refers to section 134 which contains no instructions for
line flag use.




To summarize the problem, the instructions are scattered a7
throughout the procedural guides, not easily referenced and too
complicated. QIP recommends consolidating and expanding line

flag instructions in the Benefit Manual. The instructions should
include a simple but detailed explanation of "C" vs. "D". It is
also suggested that initial UI training courses for-line staff
incorporate this instruction.

There would be no new administrative cost to implement these
recommendations.

C. Provide specific instructions to establish uniform
administration of Eligibility Profile-Form 1738 process.

The study showed that field office administration of the
Eligibility Profile process varied greatly from office to office.
This lack of uniformity causes claimants to be treated very ;
differently without justification. Claimants experienced a range
of requirements and sanctions from no requirement to benefit
payment suspension or denial depending on the 1738 procedures in
their local field office. This study found three offices
following a procedure which denied claimants due process.

The problem is attributable, in part, to a lack of detailed
instruction to guide field offices on issue detection and P
resolution when the claimant fails to provide the 1738. The TUG % .
instructions detail only how the computer screens for this

process work. Benefit Manual sections 151 and 340.3 have only
minimal instruction for this process. .

QIP recommends that uniform procedures be developed in order to
eliminate the arbitrariness and inequity of current practice.
These procedures could be crafted with the assistance of field
office staff. QIP takes no position on what the specific

. procedures should be except that they should be reasonable,
consistent and afford claimants due process.

D. Update instructions to the field to guide the ES registration
process.

This study found inequities in the requirements placed on
claimants to register with the Employment Service. It has been
possible for some time to register claimants with the Employment
Service using the information provided on £he Application For .
Service (Form 1613). Most offices accomplish ES registration
without placing additional requirements on the claimant.
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However, some offices were found to require claimants to register
in person or take other steps in addition to completing the
Application For Service. At least two offices denied
unemployment benefits if claimants did not comply with these
additional requirements. Since such requirements are no longer
necessary except for administrative ease, these benefit denials
are inappropriate. -

QIP recommends offering instruction and other aid to field
offices to make ES registration procedures more uniform and
equitable. Efforts should be made to relieve our customers of
these additional registration requirements thereby eliminating
unnecessary benefit denials.
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Attachment 1

FIELD OFFICE SUGGESTIONS

QIP LINE FLAG STUDY SURVEY

1. More automated-example: system puts holiday pay flag on for all
claimants from specified employer.

2. Simplify method to reset waiting week-too cumbersome.
3. Add more flag codes.

4. Provide a way to explain the flag in the system-a
comments/summary entry.

5. Add "Failure to Apply When Referred" line flag code.

6. Change system so line flags are not obscured-"like reporting
requirements issues are now".

7. Add "Check Alien Status" or "Alien Status Expired" line flag
code.

8. Make line flags carry over from old claim to new clalm including
nonvalid claims-like disqualifications do now.

9. Add "Weeks Claimed ‘Prior" line flag code for when late report
creates a break in the claim series (more than 14 days late).







Attachment 2

Improper suspension of payment>

PERCENT OF DOLLARS IMPROPERLY SUSPENDED IN SAMPLE BY ERROR TYPE

SCHOOL EMPLOYEE-
FLAGGED BEYOND RECESS PERIOD
.28

/

*p" FLAG SHOULD BE!'“C"

) : 25.3%
SUSPEND WRONG WEEKS ON "1738 DUE" ' /,//”////’
34.1%
/i
775
N
NN\
A
Zuanun
._,_.‘,,,——- : ISSUE RESOLVED-FLAG NOT INACTIVATED
UNNECESSARY WEEKS FLAGGED-9999 16.74
2.4%
i ~ *
FAILED TO UPDATE OBSOLETE FLAG )
AT AC/RO/TRANSFER
iy /% s UNNECESSARY FLAG-NO ISSUE
. 9.8% :

FLAG UNEXPLAINED-NO DOCUMENTATION
5.3% . )







Attachment 3

HANDLING "FAILURE TO PROVIDE 1738" ISSUES

IMPROPER PROCEDURE
(Caused payment error in sample),

A\
SYSTEM GENERATES 1738 TO CLAIMANT

\%
1738 DUE

RETURNED NOT RETURNED

Vv

PLACE "D"FLAG ON WEEK AT ISSUE

Y
SEND 2ND 1738 TO CLAIMANT
PAYMENT 1S SUSPENDED

7
RETURNED | NOT RETURNED
\%
"D" FLAG REMOVED ' FORMAL DENIAL RETROACTIVE TO

PAYMENT RELEASED WEEK 1ST 1738 DUE




Attachment

HANDLING "FAILURE TO PROVIDE 1738" ISSUES

ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURE

SYSTEM GENERATES 1738 TO CLAIMANT

1738 DUE
(monitor by ERLF list)

N

RETURNED NOT RETURNED

PRI

SEND ZND NOTICE

WEEK AT ISSUE | WEEK AT ISSUE
CLAIMED - NOT CLAIMED
BENEFITS DEMNIED- - . "D" FLAG ON -
%

WEEK AT ISSUE CLAIMED

\ 2
BENEFITS DENIED

/
1738 RETURNEN

W
DENIAL REVERSED
BENEFITS ALLOWED




LINE FLAG ERRORS

Total cases in sample = 231 - .
Total cases with error in sample = 131 or 56.7% of total cases

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

Unnecessary weeks flagged-prior to issue

"D" flag should be "C"

Suspend wrong weeks on "1738 DUE"

Not set prior to week at issue-school attendance
Issue resolved-flag not inactivated

Unnecessary flag-no issue

"C" flag should be "D"

Flag unexplained-no documentation'

Unnecessary weeks flagged-9999

Unnecessary flag-week at issue already claimed
Failed to update'obsolete flag at AC/RO/Transfer
Flagged wrong start week

Wrong weeks flagged-key error

School employeé—Flagged_beyond recess period
Should have set earlier start week

Too many Qeeks flagged

Duplicate flag

Attachment

# CASES/%

24/18.3%
18/13.7%
16/12.2%
15/11.4%
12/9.1%
11/8.3%
8/6.1%
7/5.3%
5/3.8%
4/3%

3/2.2%
2/1.5%
1/.7%
1/.7%
1/.7%
1/.7%
1/.7%
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RETURN 7O WORK STUDY

PURPOSE:

The purpose of the Return to Work Study was to discover if overpayments could
be prevented or detected earlier through a system control whigh would remind
claimants to discontinue filing and would request return to work dates and
wages from both claimant and employer. Two forms, one to be used for claimants
and another for employers, were designed which were tested as the system
control.

The study was also expected to provide useful information concerning other
areas of interest such as number of weeks claimed prior to a return to work and
accuracy of recall information provided by the claimant or employer.

BACKGROUND :

According to Q.C. data, the second most prevalent cause of error in South
Dakota is misreported/unreported earnings. Twenty-eight percent of the
overpayment error rate for 1990 was due to misreported/unreported earnings.
Only work search caused more dollars overpaid.

Earnings errors accounted for approximately 30% of the total overpayment error
rate in each year since 1986. Unreported earnings as opposed to misreported
earnings caused more dollars overpaid. -

Q.C. data seemed to indicate that claimants who were exempted from Job Service
registration and work search made more key week earnings errors than claimants
who were not exempted from Job Service registration and work search. For the
years 1986 through 1990, 8.8% of the claimants who were exempted reported
earnings incorrectly; underreported or fafled to report. This compares to 3.0%
for claimants who were not exempted.

Approximately 47% of the actual dollars overpaid due to earnings for the same
time period invalved claimants who were exempted. This is a significant
portion of the earnings error rate since the percentages of claimants who are
exempted make up only 30% of all claimants.

Q.C. data also indicated that the Unemployment Insurance Division in South

Dakota exempts approximately 30% of all claimants from work search and Job

Service registration requirements. The recall employer is known for those

claimants and it seemed logical and practical to test a system control with
that group of claimants.

METHODOLOGY :

One of the purposes of this study was to test a system control. To do this,
the study was designed using a random sample of a specific population }
(claimants exempted from registration and work search). The sample was then
randomly divided into two groups. A comparison between the two groups was
possible since it was expected that the two groups would be highly similar
except for the affects of the system control. The group which would receive
the system control was known as the test group. The remaining group was known
as the contraol group.




Local office staff identifies the claimants who are required to register and
look for work in the U.I. computer system. Based on that information,
claimants exempted from registration during Spring, 1991 were identified. o

This produced a list of 1611 social security numbers. Interstate, UCX, and
UCFE claims were eliminated. If the last employer account number was
non-existent or indicated a pool account, the claimant was eliminated from the
study. Claimants who had exhausted their benefits, or been disqualified were
also eliminated.

This left 1,497 claimants. A random sample of appraximately 30% was made from
this group. The resulting group of 397 claimants was randomly separated 1nto a
test group of 197 and a control group of 200.

For the test group, the local offices were asked to identify the recall
employer and expected date of recall.- Of the claimants in the test group, 114
had returned to work, been registered with Job Service, or had discontinued
filing. The system control was applied to the remaining 83 claimants.

A similar number of claimants in the control group were also no longer "on
call® at the beginning of the study. The final number of claimants in the
control group was 94.

The claimants in the test group were mailed a form two weeks prior to their
expected return to work date which reminded them to either discontinue filing

or report gross wages if they intended to file for partial benefits. They were
also told that their employer was notified. They were asked to complete and
return the form after they returned to work, reporting return to work date and &
earnings for the remainder of that claim week

The employers in the test group were mailed a similar form two weeks prior to
the claimant’s expected return to work date. They were asked to complete and
return the form after the claimant returned to work, reporting the date the
claimant returned to work and the earnings for the remainder of that claim
week.

The system control was not applied to the control group. A normal cross match *
form was mailed to the employer at the end of the study period in order to
develop overpayment information for comparison purposes.

During the study period, a weekly list of claims activity for both groups was -
generated. The list was used to track each claimant to determine whether they
potentially returned to work, were disqualified, exhausted benefits, came to

the end. of the benefit year, were no longer *on call” or discontinued filing

for unknown reasons.

TIME LINE:

Late Fall, 1990 - Discussion began on testing a system control using
claimants with recall status.

Mid-February, 1991 - List of claimants exempted from régistratign and work
search was produced.

Late.February, 1991 - Test group and control group finalized. Foras
developed and tracking system determined.
-2




March 4, 1991 - Local offices provided information on the test group.
Study period begins.

March 14, 1991 - First batch of forms sent to claimants and employers.

June, 1991 - Study period ends. Cross match forms mailed to control group
employers.

-

July, 1991 - Analysis of results began.

STUDY RESULTS:

A comparison of the final outcome for both groups indicates that the two groups
were very similar. This was expected because the two groups were created
through a random split of a random sample.

For the test group, the outcome was known for 96.4% of the claimants; 89.1%
returned to work, 3.6% no longer had recall, 2.4% became ineligible due to
ability and availability issue and 1.3% became self-employed. For the control
group, the outcome was known for 88.3%; 84% returned to work, 3.2% became
ineligible due to ability and availability issues and 1.1% became
self-employed.

RETURN TO WORK PERCENTAGES:

79.5% of the claimants in the test group returned to work for their *on call”

employer; 59% during the study period, 19.3% prior to the study and 1.2% after
the study closed.

76.6% of the claimants in the control group returned to work for their “on
call” employer; 61.7% during the study, for 12.8%, recall date was unknown at
the close of the study, 2.1% returned to work for their "on call® employer
after the study closed.

This indicates that the local office staff properly exempt, the majority of the -
time, claimants from registration and work search requirements based on the
claimants expected recall to a former employer.

89.1% of the test group did return to work for some employer; the ®on call* _
employer or anather employer. 84% of the control group returned to work for
some employer. A high percentage of U.I. claimants who expect recall to a
former employer do return to work.

The percentage of claimants who are not *on call® and return to work is

probably lower. However, the Agency can still assume that a reasonably high
percentage of all claimants do return to work. .

AVERAGE_WEEKS FILED:

The test group filed an average of 9.58 weeks excluding weeks denied due to
excessive earnings. The control group filed an average of 11.4 weeks. The
average weeks claimed by all U.I. claimants during 1990 was 10.4. The average
weeks claimed by all U.I. claimants for the first seven months of 1991 was
10.7% Both groups varied from the average of 10.7%; the test group by 10.5%
and the control group by 6.5%.
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The difference between the test group and the total U.I. claimant population
appears to be significant. The reason claimants in the test group filed for
fewer weeks is not obvious from this study. The reason could be related to the ~
system control or to an unknown factor or characteristic of either group. 3

Actually, a higher percentage of claimants in the test group filed for partial
benefits for the last week claimed than in the control group. Fewer test
claimants discontinued filing for unknown reasons more than one week prior to
actual return to work date than in the control group. ‘

EARNINGS:

41% of the test group did report some wages on the weekly claim form at some

time during the study period. 44% of the control group reported some wages. -
27.7% of the claimants in both groups reported earnings during the last week
claimed. In the test group 15.6% reported partial earnings for the last week
claimed and 12% reported excessive earnings. In the control group, 10.6%

-reported partial earnings for the last week claimed and 17% reported excessive
earnings.

OVERPAYMENTS:

Two overpayments were established due to unreported earnings in the last claim
week. One for each group; $106 in the test group and $140 in the control

group. Both claimants were given four weeks of administrative penalty. For

both overpayments, the employer provided wage information. The claimant from ;

the test group did not return the test form. The claimant in the control group '
provided no recall or wage information on his last weekly claim form.

One other claimant in the test group was technically overpaid $1.00 for the
last week claimed. An official overpayment was not established due to the
small amount.

The form used for the test group requested wages only for the remainder of the
claim week after the date the claimant returned to work. The cross match form - ~
used for the control group requested information about a range of weeks.

An additional $3.00 in overpayments was found in the control group for weeks
prior to the last claim week. An underpayment of $4.00 was also found. -
Official over-payments were not established nor was a supplement .issued.

The crossmatch procedure is a major benefit payment control tool for detection
of overpayments. However, it involves considerable lag time before detection of
overpayments is possible. For a portion of the claimant population, the
re-employing employer and probable recall date can be inferred. This study
suggests that contacting recall employers shortly before the claimant is
expected to return to work or shortly after the claimant discontinues filing
may be an effective and timely procedure for at least a portion of the claimant
population.




TEST GROUP RESPONSE:

For the test group, employers responded to the test form more frequently than
claimants at 62.7%. Claimants responded 49.3% of the time. In total,

response by either claimant or employer or both occurred 73.5% of the tzme
Claimants may have provided the same information on the last weekly claim and
so did not respond to the test form. This study did not look at the last
weekly claim for the test group. : N

For 52.5% of the claimants in the test group, both claimant and employer
returned the test forms. Of that group, the employer and claimant reported a
return to work date within the same claim week 68.7% of the time. The claimant
reported an earlier date 15.6% of the time or both parties reported that the
claimant returned to work for another employer 6.3% of the time.

For the remainder of that g}oup, the claimant gave a date later than the
employer 6.3% of the time or the employer gave a date prvor to the study 3.1%
of the time.

The high percentage of agreement among the 52.5% in which both parties
responded suggests that the accuracy of the return-to-work date for the
remaining 47.5% may also be high. 68.4% of that group were employer responses
which increases the likelihood of accuracy as well.

CONTROL GROUP RESPONSE:

For the control group, 76.6% of the employers responded to the cross match
form. Claimants supplied some information on the last weekly claim 84% of the .
time. The employer responded to the cross match form and the claimant reported
some information on the last weekly claim, 65.9% of the time. Employer
familiarity with the crossmatch form may have contributed to the higher
response rate in the control group.

However, there was a greater difference in return-to-work dates between the
date supplied by the employer on the crossmatch form and the date supplied by
the claimant on the weekly claim form. The employer and claimant gave a return
to work date within the same claim week only 26.7% of the time. The.claimant
gave an earlier date 13.3% of the time, or both parties reported that the
claimant returned to work for another employer 5.0% of the time. _
For the remainder of the 65.9%, only one party gave a date 20% of the time and
neither party gave a date 8.3% of the time. The information provided by the
claimant and employer related to different periods of employment 25% of the
time, and the claimant reported a date later than the employer 1.7% of the
time.

Because the percentage of agreement for the 65.9% in which there was
information from both parties is low, the return to work date provided by only
one party (34.1%) can not be assumed to be accurate. )

Among the control group, 84% of the claimants provided some information on the
weekly claim form. 72.2% of the claimants provided the date of return to work,
as well as the employer’s name, 24% reported that they had returned to work but
did not provide a date, and 3.8% reported returning to work for another
emplaoyer. Of those who did not provide a date, only 10.5% provided wage
information for the week claimed.
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The high percentage of claimants who provided some information on the weekly
claim form suggests that the weekly claim form could be a good source of -
information to verify wages and return to work dates. It also points out the
necessity of providing a weekly claim form which makes reporting wages and

return to work information convenient and easy.

COMPARISON: _ACTUAL RECALL TO EXPECTED RECALL FOR THE_TEST.GROUP

21.2% of the test group returned to work for their "on call® emplayer during
the week they expected to be recalled. In total, 75.7% of the test group
returned to work for their “"on call® employer during the week they expected to
be recalled or before.

0f the remaining 24.3%, 75% were back to work for their *on call® employer
within three weeks after their expected recall. This indicates that the
majority of the claimants who expect to be recalled within ten weeks of filing
their claim do return within the ten week period. -

In total, 93.9% of the test group returned to work for their *on call* employer
either before, during, or within three weeks after the week in which they
expected recall. :

Ouring the three week period just before the week of expected recall and the
three weeks immediately following the week of expected recall, 75.7% of the
claimants returned to work for their "on call® employer. -

-

The high percentage of claimants who return to work prior to or during the week:
of their expected recall and the accuracy of the recall date within a three T
week period indicates that claimants are reasonably accurate when they report

that they have recall to a former employer and the date they expect to be
recalled.

Present procedure, which requires that expected recall be documented and
support exemption from registration and work search, appears to be effective.
Many of the local offices verify recall dates with employers or require the
claimants to provide documentation from the employer. Additionally, local
office staff know the seasonal employers within their local market area.

Any changes to the exemption from work search regulation should not affect the
accuracy of the expected recall date as reported by the claimant provided
current procedures are maintained. "

COMPARISON: DATE OF LOCAL QOFFICE HOLD TO EXPECTED RECALL DATE FOR THE TEST
GROUP

The local offices can place a hold on a claim if a claimant fails to report for
a scheduled eligibility review or returns to work. The *Q" hold helps prevent
overpayments by stopping payment to claimants when availability is in question
and by preventing payment to claimants who do not report for an eligibility
review because they are working.

For 28.9% of the test group, a "Q" hold was placed on the claim for the week of
expected recall. In total, 59% of the claims were held before or during the
week of expected recall.




Another 10.8% of the claims were held the week following the week of expected
recall. This indicates that the local offices are paying close attention to
scheduling eligibility reviews during the week of expected recall. In total,
69.8% of the claims were held before, during, or within one week after the week
of expected recall.

An unusual thing occurred five weeks prior to the week of expected recall.
14.4% of the claims were held. Local offices usually schedule for the first
eligibility review within two to four weeks of filing the initial or additional
claim. The higher incidence of *Q* holds during the fifth week prior to the
week of expected recall may represent holds placed after claimants failed to
report for their first eligibility review.

16.8% of the claims were held five or six weeks prior to the week of expected
recall. 13.7% of the test group returned to work during that same time frame.
This is an indication that requiring an eligibility review of some type at the
fifth week may help to prevent overpayment to claimants who have already
returned to work.

COMPARISON: LAST WEEK FILED TO DATE OF LOCAL OFFICE HOLD

In South Dakota, a weekly claim submitted after a four week gap in filing
weekly claims is denied. Claimants are required to report to their local
office and reopen their claia. :

In fact, the local offices placed a *Q* hold on approximatejy 95% of the claims
in both the test and control group by the fourth week after the claimant
discontinued filing.

Since the hé}affty of the local offices stick to a five to six wéékiéchedUIe
for eligibility reviews, this percentage is probably true for the group of
claimants who are not exempted from work search also.

OBSERVATIONS:

* Currently, exemption from registration and work search is based on
information from the claimant, the employer, or both. Many local offices
require some type of documentation from the employer if they are not familiar
with the employers situation. This study indicates that current procedures
appear to be effective in identifying claimants who do have recall.

Additionally, the expected dates of recall provided by claimants and
emplayers when the claim is filed are fairly accurate

* The test group of claimants filed for an average of 9.58 weeks. This average
was lower than for the control group at 11.4 weeks and lower than the average
duration of weeks compensated as .computed using information from lines 301
and 303 on form eta 5159. This difference could be the result of the system
control.

* There was a significant difference in return-to-work dates given by claimant
and employer between the test and control group. The claimants and employers
in the test group listed the same return-to-work date 68.7% of the time
versus 26.7% for control group.




* The system control does not appear to have discouraged claimants in the test
group from filing for partial benefits for the last week claimed. A greater .-
percentage of claimants in the test group filed for partial benefits for the
last week claimed than in the control group and fewer claimants discontinued
filing without explanation more than one week prior to expected date of
recall.

* One claimant in each group was held overpaid and administered a penalty. The
overpayment amount in the control group was larger than for the test group.
Since only one overpayment is involved, the larger amount of the overpayment
in the control group may have no significance.

The study results do not support an assumption-that asking claimants and
employers to report date of return to work and earnings for the balance of
the last claim week prevents overpayments. However, overpayments can be
detected earlier than is currently possible using crossmatch procedures which.
affects recovery.

* The study results suggest that if claimants fail to report earnings it is for
the first week they return to work. Asking employers to report earnings at
the time the claimant discontinues filing may be an effective overpayment
detection procedure. It has the advantage of a much shorter time frame.

* The response rate from employers for both groups was excellent. The foras
used for the test group asked for information concerning a limited period of
time. For the test group, when both claimant and employer responded to the
forms, the date of return to work was in the same week approximately 70% of .~
the time. i
This was not true for the control group. When information was available from
both employer and claimant, the date of return to work was the same only
one-fourth of the time. This suggests that asking for limited information
increases the accuracy of the response. The forms sent to the test group may
be a more efficient method of determining date of return to work than the
crossmatch form. Given the low amount of overpayment found in weeks other ‘
‘than the last week claimed for the control group, the employer test form may -
be just as efficient in detecting overpayments as well.

* The claimants in the control group provided information on the weekly claim
form 84% of the time. It is possible that claimants who are not "on call* -
provide information just as frequently. The study results suggest that the
wveekly claim could be used to verify return to work dates.

* Periodic eligibility reviews appear to be an efficient method of stopping
payments to "on call® claimants who have returned to work. The local offices
appear to be scheduling eligibility reviews during the week the claimant
expects to be recalled to work.

75.7% of the claimants in the test group returned to work before their
expected date of recall. Having an eligibility review scheduled some time
within the first ten weeks of filing results in "Q" holds for claimants who
return to work early. This has the potential of preventing overpayments.




CONCLUSION:

The study did not confirm that the system control would reduce the number or
amount of averpayments resulting from earnings errors. However, it is obvious
that overpayments can be detected much sooner than is currently possible with
the crossmatch process. This has overpayment recovery advantages.

The test form proved to be as efficient as the crossmatch form in detecting
overpayments. The Agency may want to use the test form in lieu of the
crossmatch for a specific group of U.I. claimants because it was accurate, had
a good response rate and doesn’t require employers to search for outdated
records.

C1aimants in the test group filed fewer average weeks although they appeared to
continue filing up to the date of return to work. If the system control
produced this result, potential overpayments may have been prevented. Further
study of this subject is needed.

The study was conducted late in the season. A similar study should be
conducted during the December through April time period so that the test forms
could be applied to a larger group of claimants.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

* Current procedures to identify claimants entitled to exemption and determine
expected date of recall should.be maintained if regulations are changed. The
Agency should consider standardizing these procedures if changes to
regulations result in more claimants exempted from work search.

* Expected date of recall and recall employer should be added to the U.I.
computer claim master for "on call”* claimants. Last employer and an
indication of the probability of recall should be on the claim master for all
claimants who were laid off. Reports should be made available to the local
offices to help them track "on call® claimants.

* Eligibility review scheduling serves a useful purpose in regard to claimants. -
who return to work. Whether the actual eligibility review needs to be
comprehensive or done in-person is not clear. The Agency should consider
testing alternative methods of conducting and alternative uses for
eligibility reviews. -

* For claimants who do expect to be recalled, the Agency should consider
sending a notice to those claimants a couple weeks prior to the expected date
of recall and remind the claimant to discontinue filing.

* The Agency should consider confirming return to work dates and earnings with
employers based on information provided by claimants on weekly claim forms.
The next revision of the weekly claim form should ensure that reporting the
name and address of the employer when a claimant has returned to work is as
easy as possible.




The Agency should consider providing a form to claimants so they can report
their return to work. This form could be provided in the PAM 247 or given to
the claimant by the local office at the initial interview.

The Agency should consider mailing a form similar to the form sent to
employers in the test group. This process would detect overpayments earlier
than the crossmatch process because it addresses a specific group of
claimants, uses a simpler more specific form, and covers a specific time
frame. '

Q.C. data suggests that claimants who expect recall make more errors
reporting earnings. Benefit Payment Control believes that many claimants
fail to report earnings for the last week claimed or the first week claimed.
The Agency should consider developing information from BPC overpayment files
to help clarify whether claimants expecting recall make more errors and if
the majority of overpaid dollars involve the last or first week claimed.
Other valuable information could be developed as well.

The Agency should consider revising the 238U so that employers can report the
last week of wages for claimants who reapen their claims after employment. .
The form currently requests separation information only. This could be the
subject of a QIP study. _ -
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BREAKDOWN OF RESPONSES TO THE FORMS

TEST GROUP: Test Form to Claimant & Employer Number Percent
Form Returned by Employer 52 62.7%
Form Returned by Claimant 42 50.6
Form Returned by Either Claimant, 61 73.5
Employer, or Both
No Form Returned by Either Party 22 26.5%
Form Received from Claimant and 32 57.5%
Their Return to Work Employer
Recall Within Same Week 22 68.8%
Recall Dates Not in Same Week 8 25.0
Other 2 6.2
Only One Party Returned the fForm 29 34.9%
Only Employer - : 20 68.9%
Only Claimant 9 31.1
No Response from Either Party 22 26.5%
 Totals 83 100.0%
CONTROL_GROUP: Crossmatch to Employer Number Percent
Form Returned by Employer 12 76.6%
Weekly Claim Submitted#by Claimant 7 84.0%
Showed Wark
Weekly Claim Submitted by Claimant and 60 63.8%
Form Received from Employer
No Form Returned by Either Party 3 3.2%
Weekly Claim Submitted by Claimant Showed 60 63.8%
Work _and Form Received from Emplover
Recall Within Same Week 16 26.6%
Recall Dates Not in Same Week 19 15.0
Only One Party Gave a Date 12 20.0
No Dates Given 5 8.3
Dates Inaccurate 15 25.0
Other - 3 5.0
Only One Party Returned the Form
Only Employer 12 12.8%
Only Claimant 19 20.2
No- Response from Either Party 3 3.2
Totals 94 100.0%







APPENDIX 1

QUTCOME Test Group Control Grou
Number Percent Number  Percent
Return to “On Call* Employer 66 75.5% 72 76.6%
Return to Another Employer 8 9.6 7 7.4
Total that Returned to Work 74 89.1% 79 84.0%
Gther: )
Self-Employed 1 1.3% 1 1.1%
No Recall 3 3.6 0] o]
Recall Unknown 3 3.6 11 11.7
Eligibility Issues 2 2.4 3 3.2
Total 83 100.0% 94 100.0%
Response Rates for the Test and Control Forms Test Control
Percent Percent
Claimant and/or Employer 73.5% N/A
Claimant Only 50.6 N/A
Employer Only 62.7 76.6
Information on Weekly Claim Unknown 84.0




4] Recall to Expected Recall Week

JEST GROUP

'RECALL
PRIOR WEEK AFTER
ctual No. 5 4 3 13 7 4 14 4 2 6 0 3 1
umulative No. 5 9 12 25 32 36 50 54 56 62 62 65 66
ctual % 7.6% 6.1% 4.5% | 19.7% | 10.6% 6.1% | 21.2% 6.1% | 3.0% 9.1% 9.1% 4.5% 1.5%
imiulative % 7.6 13.6 18.2 37.9 48.5 54.4 75.7 81.8 84.8 93.9 93.9 98.5 100.0
6 + Wks| 5 Wks | 4 Wks | 3 Wks | 2 wks | 1 wk X 1 Wk 2Wks | 3 Wks | 4 Wks | 5 Wks | 6 + Wks
. of_"Q* Hold to Expected Recall Week
RECALL
PRIOR WEEK AFTER
wctual No. 2 12 0 2 3 6 24 -9 3 4 3 ¢ 5 4
:umulative No. 2 14 14 16 19 25 49 58 61 65 68 73 77
_ | W
wtual % 2.4% | 14.4% 0% 2.4% 3.6% 7.3% | 28.9% | 10.8% 3.6% 4.8% 3.6 ] 6.1% 4.8%
umulative ¥ 2.4 16.8 16.8 19.2 22.8 30.1 59.0 69.8 73.4 78.2 81.8 87.9 92.7
6 + Wks| 5 Wks | 4 Wks | 3 Wks | 2 Wks | 1 Wk X 1 Wk 2Wks | 3 Wks | 4 Wks | 5 Wks | 6 + Wks
b T ‘




South Dakota Department of Labor
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE DIVISION

420 South Rooseveit

_ Box 4730
Aberdeen, South Dakota 57402-4730
Telephone (605) 622-2452
GREAT FACES. GREATPLACES. .
OQUR RECORDS SHOW: . DATE:

IS EXPECTED TO RETURN TO WORK FOR YOU SOON.
INSTRUCTIONS:

* please keep this form with the claimant’s personnel records until work resumes. Then complete the form giving
the date the claimant returned to work and record the work and earnings for the balance of that week. Return
the form by mail.

AN RRETR RN G ATV RN IR ARV A E N AR TR R RN A AT AR AR R AR AN R AW TT RS A TR AR R RN A R AR AN E AR AR N R AR N AT RAR AL AR TR
.

PLEASE COMPLETE THE INFORMATION FORM BELOW

[ 1 The above-named employee returned to work on (date of return to work)

Hours Worked Each

Calendar Week Day This Week Totatl Hourly Total Gross Date
Ending : Hours x Pay = $ Wages Earned Wages
Saturday SIMIT|W|T]F]|S This Week Paid

D e a2 2t a2 aailiir2aaaadat i atagaiadaaaada b i e a it d it dadd il Lttt a4t gt d Lt ddta st d gty gl

* If this claimant is not returning to work for you, document the reason and return this form now.

Explanation:

(Employer Signature) (Date) (Telephone Number)

PLEASE RETURN IN THE ENCLOSED POSTAGE PAID ENVELOPE

"WHERE QUALITY WORK IS EVERYONE'S JO8*







South Dakota Department of Labor
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE DIVISION

420 South Rooseveit

Box 4730
Aberdeen, South Dakota 57402-4730
' Telephone (605) 622-2452
GREAT FACES. GREAT PLACES
DEAR CLAIMANT: DATE

Our unemployment records show you are expected to return to work soon, and your employer is being notified.

This notice is to remind you to either stop filing when you return to work, or to report your gross earnings to
the Unesployment Insurance Division if you file for partial benefits. Remember, wages must be reported to the
Unemployment Insurance Division the week you earn them, regardless of when you are paid.

INSTRUCTIONS:

If you are not yet working, but will be soon, keep this form. Then, complete #1 below and return this form
IMMEDIATELY, OR if you have already returned to work, complete #1 below and return this form IMMEDIATELY.

OTHERVISE;

If you are still filing and will not be going back to work for your employer, complete #2 below and return this
form IMMEDIATELY, OR

1f you have stopped filing for reasons other than work, complete #3 below and return this form IMMEDIATELY.

PLEASE COMPLETE THE INFORMATION FORM BELOW

1. 1| Returned té Work on . 1 am working (check one) [ 1 Full-Time
(date of return to work) {1 Part-Time

Employer Name -
Employer Address
Employer Telephone No. ( )

1 informed the Division about my return to work [ )} Informed Job Service Office -

(check all that apply) { 1 Indicated my return to work on.my continued claim card
{ 1 Other

(Please Explain)

2. [ 11 amstill filing. ! am not returning to work for my last employer. (Please explain)

3. (11 stopped filing for reasons other than work. (Please explain)

(Employer Signature) (Date) (Telephone Number)
PLEASE RETURN IN THE ENCLOSED POSTAGE PAID ENVELOPE
YWHERE QUALITY WORK IS EVERYONE’S J0B*
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UI/QC CLEARINGHOUSE BIBLIOGRAPHY N
of UI Program Improvement Study Reports

June 1992 Supplement

Program Improvement Study Reports

IA

MO

OR

Iowa Department of Employment
Services, Bureau of Job Insurance,
Program Improvement Study:
Misreported /Nonreported Earnings,
July 1991 ° 41 pages including
attachments

Missouri Dept. of Labor and
Industrial Relations, Division of
Employment Security, Quality Control
Program Improvement Study: Earnings
and Benefits Crossmatch Study,
February 1991 24 pages plus
appendices.

Nevada Employment Security
Department, Quality Improvement
Project: Mailed In Initial Claims
December 1991 43 pages including
attachments.

State of Oregon Employment Division,
Quality Improvement Project:
Recomputation of Overpayment
Recovery Rates October 1991

72 pages including attachments.

SESA Contacts

LarryvVenenga, QCs
(515) 281-8104

Iowa Department of
Employment Services

Quality Control Unit

1000 E. Grand Ave.

- Des Moines, IA 50319

Tammy J. Berg, QC Researc
Analyst (314) 751-3654

Dept of Labor and
Industrial Relations

Quality Control Unit

P.0O. Box 59

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Fred Suwe, QC Manager
(702) 687-4531

NV Empl. Sec. Dept.
Attn: UI Quality Control
500 East 3rd Street
Carson City, NV 89713

Jim Moseley, QCS
(503) 373-7963

OR Employment Division
UI/Quality Control

875 Union ST., NE-Rm 201
Salem, OR 97311
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OR State of Oregon Employment Division,

RI

Quality Improvement Project:
Eligibility Profile Study

October 1991 72 pages including
attachments.

Rhode Island Department of Employment
and Training, Quality Control Special
Study: Employers' Charging for

April 6, 1991 through August 31, 1991,
December 1991 37 pages plus
appendices.

R

Jim Moseley, QCS
(address above)

-

Joseph Thibedeau, QCS
(401) 227-3570)

RI Dept. of Employment
Security

Quality Control, 5th Fl.

100 N. Main Street '

Providence, RI 02903




